
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Application of
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
COMPANY for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity for the
RTRP Transmission Project. (U 338-E)

Application 15-04-013
(Filed April 15, 2015)
(Amended April 30, 2015)

DECLARATION OF GARY THOMPSON AND EXHIBIRTS IN SUPPORT

OF CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY'S MOTION TO DISMISS SOUTHERN

CALIFORNIA EDISON'S APPLICATION

PETER M. THORSON
CITY ATTORNEY
CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY

RICHARDS, WATSON & GERSHON
A Professional Corporation
B. TILDEN KIM
tkim@rwglaw.com
STEPHEN D. LEE
s1eeC rw~law.com
355 South Grand Avenue, 40r" Floor
Los Angeles, California 90071
(213) 626-8484 (telephone)
(213) 626-0078 (fax)

Counsel for City of Jurupa Valley

Dated: June 28, 2016

FILED
6-29-16
11:19 AM



C)I~(~'I.:,~}t/t,'1'lON C}I~ Ci~.R~''I~HO~~[P~ON

1, Ciat-y T3u~inpson, declal•e a~ fall~~ws:

l . I ~n~ the C it~~ ~1a~~a~~er e~i' ~h~ C'it5~ of J~~z-u~a V~alle~= {`~.lurE~~~a Valley„ or ti~~

::Cit~v„). I laa~re lt~ld dais p~sitic~n 9'r~>t~~ 1lubust ?Old icy the present ti»~~e. .Tat-it~~a Valley ~~as~

i~c~~~xp~~t~at~;d on July 1, 2t)l .~. Ai-~<<io~us tc~ ~1u~;ust~ 2f)l~, I u°as a c~~ns~ultant providing ti•an~itic~t~

se~~vi~es fioin the Cc~unt}r ~>~t' Ri~~ersic~e and ~~oz~ki~a~ on policies, pr<~eedu~•es and otl~~r items

~-e(ated try Juru~a Va1(ey's fi~t~are a}~a~~a~i~ans. e ssentially, I way ~~ Senior Man~7gement Analyst f'c~r

J~u~•up~~ ~,~aile~ ~~r•c>m tl~e ire-incoxpQ~°atic~n ~ez•ic~d starting ix~ April ~0~11 u~~til Aug 201.4, whin T.

bccarne Cie}~ I~~Iana~ez•. I ha~~~ pe~~s~zaal k~~~r~ti~~ledge a~f tae facts yet fc~t~.h iii this D~cla~-~tion and,

if c~illeci as t~ witness, could avid ~vaulcl testi~I'y ~~~n~etently to sireh Facts undez• oath.

2. As City Ma~i~7~ei•, I ~~~n respoa~sible 1`c~r t~l~e ef'fici4n~ adnait~istz•atiox~ of al! cif J~u~-u~7a

V~~lley's affai~~s ~a~d depart~~-~ei-~ts under tl~e policies establisl~ec~ l~~ t12e C`it~~ C;our~cil. 1 ai77

z•e~pc~nsible for the ccz«F•dinatic~n and irnplern~nt.ation ref City C`ounc:i.l pc,licies end pz~a ;rams, a~~ad

I I~ro~.ic3e diret:tic~n t~ tlic cle~~aa~tinents t13~rt ad~x~i~aister .7urupa V~ll~;y~ pz•c~ga•azns aid services. I ana

~res~onsil7le fc~r• Gaordiit~tiiag intex-~Zow~eri~n~eritat ~~elatians anti (~~isl~tive aclv~auacy, en~er~e~iicy

pi~epared►~ess, ect~z7omic d~vt;lc~ptaaent~i! services, ar~d admir~ist►~ation of Ju~-ia{aa. Valley's

co~l~n.~uz7icatic~l~s, mcciiGi ~~elatioras, ar~ci ~~ub~ie relations. In addition, I any r~spaiisibie t~7~•

dcveic~~~in~, Girl t~uxii~al buclget~ f27~~ cc~nductiri~ .Iur~i~~a ~lalley's day-tc7-day e~~erati~ns.

3. 1 lave been l~:a~niliaz~ ~r-ith the C;it~~ cif Riversir~c'~ and .Riverside P~~blic [.Itilities'

{c«Ilectively "Ft.i~~ei•sic~c"} statet~ desire tc~ i~aa~~ILi~~~i~t fhe Rivei;side "I'z~a.nsrriissicin ~K~;li~bility

l'r~c jucf ec~cr since tE~e .inc,cn-~c~~-ation. c~.~'.I~u~up~r Vailc~t. ?vla:n.y muutin~;s l~~~ve taken place between

~tazious ~~~~t~lic ~afficials c~f.lu~~up~~ Va11ey a~~d I~~~e~~sid~ re~;~rdi~z~ the aliglin1e27t of tl~e

~;oz~tU~~~~lated I {)-k~~ile 220 k~% ta~~~x7s17xission lines that t~}~a~cate~7s t.h~ .tiraan~,ial arac3 cc~~nn1~;~~~ia.l

cc~z•i•idc,~- ~~f .Tu~•u~~ ~Vt7I(ey, bi~~t ~=itl~tsut ar~y success in n~odity~i.~ig tY~e ali~rtn~Gz~t i7~ such a ~~ay t}~at

~~~~~ilr~ ~z~c~~ ii~ap~>se undr.ily harsh 4tnd si~;n.if.icar~t iz~~~a~.ts tin J~u~•upa Va11ey.



4. After Riverside's certification of a Final Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR")

for the RTRP in early 2013, Sol►thern California Edison ("SCE") filed its Application with the

California Public Utilities Commission ("CPUC") in Apri12015. SCE filed an Amended

Application in late Apri12015. On June 10, 2015, the assigned Administrative Law Judge Hallie

Yacklin issued a document entitled "Administrative Law Judge Ruling Giving Notice of Timing

of Prehearing Conference" (a true and correct copy is attached hereto as Exhibit "A") which

included, among other things, (1 j the requirement that a supplemental or subsequent EIR be

prepared; (2) an order for the parties to promptly commence discovery; and (3) the incorporation

of Application Deficiency Notice from the CPUC's Energy Division, dated May 22, 2015.

5. Attached hereto as Exhibit "B" is a true and correct copy of the. Application

Deficiency Report # 2 from the CPUC's Energy Division, dated October 8, 2015. Attached

hereto as Exhibit "C" is a true and correct copy of the Application Deficiency Report # 3 from

the CPUC's Energy Division, dated October 22, 2015. Attached hereto as Exhibit "D" is a true

and correct copy of the Application Deficiency Report # 4 from the CPUC's Energy Division,

dated March 18, 2016 (without maps). As of the date of this declaration, and to the best of my

personal knowledge, SCE has failed to comply fully with the CPUC's numerous notices of

deficiencies. For example, attached hereto as Exhibit "E" is a true and correct copy of the

response from SCE dated May 6, 2016, confirming the delivery of anon-redacted version of a

Cultural Resources Technical Report to the Energy Division, but that report was dated March,

201 l —available more than 5 years ago.

6. Throughout SCE's unreasonable and unwarranted delay in responding to the

CPUC, Jurupa Valley, its residents, and major planned-residential developments continue to

suffer due to the specter of the RTRP's potential construction and the uncertainty regarding its

possible alignment. Jurupa Valley has commissioned a Fiscal Impact Study of the RTRP, a true

and correct copy (without the Appendix) is attached hereto as Exhibit "F." That repoz~t details

the devastating impacts of the RTRP to Jurupa Valley and environs.

7. Specifically, the Fiscal Impact Study concludes that the RTRP (and even the

-2-
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threat of its construction) would (lave a significant detrimental impact on .fu~•upa Valley's gene~~al

fund health —resulting in a roughly 20% decrease in prapei~ty value that would be caused by

RTRP. Tl~e Fiscal Impact Study also a~ialyzed the devasfatinb impact to Jurupa Valley°s planned

rinancial and economic co~~►•idor {r. c., the Sky Country Retai] Center•}, as well as impacts to naajoa~

planned residential developments impacted by the RTRP.

8. The potential consti~uctic»~ oi'tl~e RTRP continues to cast a dark and uncertain

ec~namic cloud over residents, businesses, and future developments in Jurupa Valley and

envirc~~xs. A c~ismissaJ of~ SCF's Application ~r%ill alleviate these uncertainties end the significant,

negative iin}~acts from the RTKP for many cities, residents and businesses affected by tl~e RTRP.

I declare under penalty of pei jury under the laws of tt~e State of California that the

faregoin~; is true and cai-~•eci.

E~ecutcd oz~ tl~cis 27~' day of 3une, 2016, at Jurupa Valley, California.

i`~~~ 
~

j Gary Thompson
~~
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Application of Southern

California Edison Company (U338E) for a

Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity

for the RTI2P 'Transmission. Project.

Applicatio~z 15-04-013

(Filed April 15, 2015)

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE'S RULING GIVING NOTICE OF
TIMING OF PREHEARING CONFERENCE

This ruling gives notice of anticipated issues that will be in.clu.ded i~ the

scope of the proceedir~.g, and directs parties who intend to offer evidence nn

issues that ̀-vill be addressed in the anticipated subsequent or supplemental

Enviro~~~net~tal. Impact Report (EIR) to do sa by public comment pursuant to the

Califor~~ia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as explained below. A

Prehearing Conference (I'HC) will be set as soo~i as practicable after the issuance

of the draft su.bsequ.ent or suppleme~ltal EIR to discuss the scope of. issues and.

schedule for the relnainc~er of tl►e p~~oceeding.

1. ~a~kgrcaund

~iy this application, Sauthert~ California Edison Conipan~ (c~C'~) ~;eeks a

certificate of public canvellience and necessity to construct the Riverside

Transmission Reliability Project (IZTRP).

Pursuant to Pub. Util. Code ~ 1001 et seq., SCE may not proceed with its

proposed project absent certification by the Commission that the present or

~5zszsso~ -1 -
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future public convenience and necessity require it, a~1d such certification shall

specify the maximum prudent and reasonaUle cost of the approved project.

As provided by General Order (GO) 131-D, the proposed project is subject

to environmental review pursuant to CEQA. CEQA requires the Lead Agency

(t11e City of IZi.verside in this case) to conduct a review to identify environmental

impacts of the project anal ways to avoid or reduce environmental damage. If the

initial study shows that there is no substantial evidence that the proposed project

may have a significant effect on the environment or that the project proponent

makes or agrees to revisions to the project plan that will reduce all project-related

environmental impacts c~zn be reduced to less thin significant levels, then the

Lead Agency may prepare a Negative Declaration. or Mitigated Negative

Declaration to that effect. Otherwise, t11e Lead Agency must prepare an EIR that

identifies the environmental impacts of the proposed project gild ̀arternatives;

designs a recommended mitigation program to reduce any potentially significant

impacts, and identifies, from an environmental perspective, the preferred project

alternative. In this case, on Tebruary 5, 2013, the City of Riverside as Lead

Agency certified t11e EIR and approved the project.

CEQA provides that, as a Responsible Agency, the Commission 11iay not

approve the project unless it requires X11 of the identified mitigation measures

within. its power, unless they are found to be infeasible, end determines that

there are overriding considerations that merit project approval despite the

unlnitigable environmental impacts. CEQA further provides that the

Responsible Agency Ynay prepare a subsequent or. supplemental EIR if, aYnong

other things, substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances udder

which the project is undertaken which will require majo`r'revisions of the EIR:

~J►•~
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It has come to the Commission's attention that, subsequent to the

certification of the EIR, the City of Jurupa (through. which a portion of the

proposed project would be located) approved the 466-unit Riverbend housing

subdivision project, which would be located over approximately one mile of the

length of the proposed RTRP transmission line alignment and does not include a

right-of-way alignment for the RTRP route. In addition, the City of. Jurupa

approved. the Vernola Marketplace Apartments Project, which includes the

development of 25 apartment buildings wit11397 residential units and which

would be located within th.e proposed alignment for the RTRP. The

Commission's Energy Division has determined that these approved

developments are a substantial change in circumstances which require the

Co~ninission to prepare a subsequE~nt or. supplemental EIR. (See attachment.)

In addition, pLrrsuan.t to GO 131-D and Decision U6-OZ-042, the

Colnrnission will 11ot approve a project unless its design is in comp1ia11ce with

the Commission's policies governing the mitigation of electromagnetic field

(EMF) effects using low-cost and no-cost measures.

2. Anticipated Scope of Issues

Based on the governi~l~ au.tharity discussed above, I anticipate the issues

fn be determined in tl~.is proceeding will include:

1. Does the proposed project serve a present ar. future public

convenience and necessity?

2. What are the significant environmental impacts of the

proposed project?

3. Are there potentially feasible mitigation measures that

will eliminate ar lessen the significant environmental

impacts?

4. As between the proposed project and the project

alternatives, which is eYlvironlnentally su.periar?

~^
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5. Are the mitigation measures or project alternatives

infeasible?

6. Ta the extent that the proposed. project and/or project
alternatives result i.n significant and unavoidable impacts,
are there overriding considerations that nevertheless merit
Commission. approval of the proposed project or project
alternative?

7. Did the Commission review and consider the EIR and
subsequent or supplemental EIR prior to approving the
project or a project alternative,. and was the su.0"sequent or
supplemental EIR completed in compliance with CEQA
and reflect t11e Commission's independent judgment?

8. Is th.e proposed project and/or project alternative
designed in compliance with t11e Commissiotl s policies
gove~,~~ing the mitigation of. EMF effects using low-cast
and no-cost measures?

9. If a certificate i.s granted, what is the maximum cost of the

approved project?

Par. ties will have the opportunity to address the scope of issues at the PHC,

which will be set after the issuance of the draft subsequent or supplemental EIR,

as the case may be. ~.n the meantime, however, parties should commence

discovery on the preliminarily identified issues.

3. Opportunity to Participate in CEQA Review

The Commission's Energy Division has initiated its envi'ronrnental review,

and will. give notice of its intent t~ prepare a subseque~lt or supplemental EIR

and afford the opportunity fvr public review and comment as required by

CEQA. Upon completion, the final subsequent or supplemental EIR will. be

admitted into the evidentiary rEcord of this proceeding.

As will be further explained at the prehearing conference, I do not

anticipate taking further evidence regarding the identification of significant

environmental impacts, mitigation measures and alternatives, and the
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envir~nmcntally superior alternative, beyond the environmental review

documents (i.e., t11e February 6, 2012, EIR and the anticipated subsequent or

supplement EIR). Therefore, an.y person who wishes to present evidence on the

environmental impacts of t11e proposed project and alternatives, recommended

mitigation, and the environmentally superior alternative in light of the approved

developments in the City of. Jurupa must do so tluough participation in the

CEQA review process. To request addition to the CEQA review service list, ar

for other information regarding the environmental review, please e-mail

~~r~~~c~~_~~c:~c~tr~r7~~?~~~~c~~R~~:~~~`a~}:~~~r.~:c~~:~,~, or contact the Energy Division project manager

F.I~

Jensen Uchida
c/o Panorama
1 Einbaicadero Center, Suite 740

San Francisco, CA 94111

T1lerefore, IT IS RULED that:

1. Parties should promptly commence discovery, if any, on the issues as

preliminarily identified in this ruling.

2. Parties wilo wish to present evidence on the identification of significant

environlnen.tal impacts, mitigation measures and environmentally superior

alternative in light of the approved developments in the City of Jurupa must do

so through the California Environmental Quality het review process as

discussed in this ruling.

Dated June 10, 2015, at San Francisco, California.

/s/ HALLIE YACKNIN

Hallie Yackr~in
Administrative T aw Judge

-5-
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57ATE ClF CALIFORNIA ~DMUN~ ~. BROWN JR., Covemar

PU~3~[C UTILITIES CO~IVIISSICJN

5D6 VRN NESS AVLNUF

SHN 3~l2pNCISCf~, t%A 5.t1U2.3296

~et~r 1 7~ :~~~ ~

lan Ia€~ax~st, Set~ic~t• ~dtt~rney
So~.~tt~err3 C:al~itarzlia Edisc~t~ (:~~~~~}~ar7y
1't~st t)~:I~c~ ~3c~x &Ot)
ILcase~~~e~~i, C'~ 9I770
Ln7ait: ia~t.4:c~z•r~st(u;.sce.eo~~~j

l~~~
.~.i

RIi:: A.~~~Iic~fen~Y IDeftciene~, _ E'crt~i9:icate of .Public Conve~iie~~ce anc~ Neca*s~if~~ fair 4he

Idivf ~"61d~4' TY~1~SilllYSSfl{)Yl ~CI~ilI3IIE~t 3'rojcct — .~pPiica~:ian 1ol0..A.1.5-04-t~~:~

bear Mr•. F'or•~•e.st.

`~'1~~ Ca~if~~-glic~ ~~'ublie tJx~litiLs C~c~~~~l~ssioi~'s (C~}~~EJC<) ~:ner~y .~Jiviszc»~ CLC~I~ Knit ~i~~

com~7le;t~;d ifs rc~~ie~v ~~f Sbuthei•i~ C~~lilor~~ia I~wciisc~ra's (SCI~~'~) Ap~licatic~~~ (~,.. i 5-Q4-~] 3;) far ~~

C'e~rti~i~:ate of I'uk~lic Gcx~ve~aicflce a~~c~~N~ces:~it~~r (CI~C~N} f<a~• tine Ri~~~rsici~ ̀ ~I'i~ar7sx~lissi~ii

lteliabilityr Proj€:~.t {~."I'Iti'). TIY~. C`~'tJC has alsa .rcvieu=~c~ the ~l~i~~al }~nvirc~nn~e~~tal li~~pact Re~~c~~-t

(I;~~Z} p~•ep~~a~~d by tl~e: Cif~~ t~1. iziverside put~si~~ent t.a the C;alifc~t•i~ia Envirc~t~t~~~»tai {~~ia it}{pct

~C}_47.A) and the ass~ci~t~d adi-~~i.~~i~irati~~~ recc7~~ci, '~I~'I~~ C'ity cif Ri~~ersi~e i;; tf~e Lead l~~ez~cy

unc~e~• ('[ Q:1, z•espc~~~~it~le fc~r I3r4_~~aratic~z~ c~f~ the l Ili. ̀ I't~e C`~'[7C; is a Res~~a~zsil~le: ~.~c.ncy cancer

C'I~<C~=~, ~•es~7~~nsi~rle far• tl~e ce~-tii~~c~~tic~~-► cif tl~~ CI'G~.

C~if~° ~74`R.i~Tea'secl~:.l+i~i~~ .~.il~

`i"lie C'it}- t~~t` IZii~crsid~ c~;riifi~d t~~c l~in~zl I IK ~1~r~a- tl~~; iZ'T~C' in. E7c~tc~lzer 2~l 3 aa~d i~ileci tl~~. Nc7tice

t~i`~eteril~i~~G3tian on ~iel~r~~ary G, 2Q13. "l~1aG }ji~lal ~,IR certified b}~ floc City <~i'~2irrersidc, alo~~~

with tl~~ ~.~~ti~►~e ~xctii~i~~istrati~~e record of ~lae ~~rc~~.eedi~~~; before Riv~rsic~~. wire (ilea ~Wit~i~ t .e
l~~~~>licatic~~~ as i~7i'~rrnatat~n eq~~~s~alent t~ a I~~~a}~on~i~t's ~;1~vi1~otln~e~~t~il ~ssL~smez~~i.

tt~ lVi~.i~~c.t~ 2~f)t :i, .lurup~~ Valli:}~ :~le~~ a C'l Q~ arvsuit~ in ~u~~rica~• ~`ou~~t chatle~~~i~~~ I~ive~•side's

t~~~~~rc~val c>~#` T~~~~P. ~)r~ I~~I~y 1 > 2t)1 ~, the I.,c~s Arag;~:1~5 ~u~~e~•ior C'c~~.irt- c~eiliecl.Tci~•~~~a 5~all~y's

ci~~llca~~;e t~~~d u~lleld tl~e i~'ic~al ~;II~ ~~~~d l~iversic~e's ~~p~~rov~I ~I'11~c f'~~crjcc;t. Juri~~a ~r~~iley

a~~p~ai~d tl~~t c~eeisi~~i~ <~~ac~ tl~~: a~a~~ell~te case' is c.~~j~.x°ut~il.}r ~a~~r~c~in~;.

(:'l~a~~~;~ci ~~«nc~i~ioras ~~z ~h~ ~'~'oj~et~ ~iign~aer~t

~ubs~c~uei~t to i~~~~; ~;~rtificatit:»~ of t is L;IR. a~~d a~~pr~val oCtl~~ I~`i'.EZI', tl~~ C"ii~y c~f'.T~.irup~ ~Yallty.

ccrti~~eci a~a lnatf~l ~ttt~;~~l?~~I~t~~;r~teci N~;~atiti~c; I)~cl~~~~a~ica~i (ISII~✓1NI~) aid a~a~fc~veci~tlae IZit~e~•bez~d
lu~cisi~~~ ~?rr~ject, a 4~6~ci~~~it strl~di~=isi«~~ ~t filie sc~u~~l~~:ast cari~er a~~ii~c.~ville ~~~re~luc; a~~d Ca~1tu_

Ciallca~~c~ Ra~au1~ ~c~~d. ̀l"e ~}~•c~jc:ct wc>~~1~ bu lc~c~tec~ c~ta cz 3C~.~-2~cre parrce;l over apprc~xin~ate~~~ 1

ta~ile ai'tite lei3gtl~ c~f`tl~e ~~rc~pc>secfi R"i'IZI'trar~sir€issic~~~ li3~e ali~;taine~at. YC'~~c a~~rc~wred vested

teT~tat~iv~ ir~a~~ ~n~i roz~izl~ ~«ci de~~c~1r7~~~~1e~2t ~~~a~~ #~o~• tl~e s~rbt~ivisi<}~~ ciid i~tot ir~clucie a ri~l~t-~o#m

r~~av ali~~l~7~e~at f~c~i• tl~e t~TRI' a~c~t~t~~. Tire .I'~•c~ject.l~~as b~e~~ ~urc~iaseci ~y I.,eru~ar I~nz~ae~~ [~~c.

1..:~t~r-~~r hay ~;~~~i~Gd tl~e site Inc[ ~~~~r~caz•tccil~~ r1~~c1e ~11~~r i~~~pt•c~~~e~nents.



A.15-04-013 HSY/ek4

tvVr. Ian Torres#, Sc7u9herr~ California Edison
MCty 22. 2i~ l 5
F'ac~e 2

i~a ac~.c~li~ic~n, ~(1e C'it~~ of luru~a ~~alle~ ~.erl.i~e~ ~~n 1~SJMN1_~ and a~~~rc~veti tI1~: V~;z•n.o~~a
Mnrlce€~pl1~e ~"~.~artr~1~~11s ~'~~r>~eGt at t#~c ~~aT•t~►wes~ cc~ri~er f>f' #~$`~, ~t~~eet an€~ F~3ts R~~~~ch R~~d i~~t
.lu~-upa'1~~illey. ̀I"lie Nc~lice aI'L)etern~iz~atic~z~ v~~as filed c~t~ M<~rct~ 2(), 2{}l S. ~.I"lip. prcijcui i~~cludes
dove t~~lne~it nf' 2S a}~at~ti~~ea~i builc~in~;s, ~~•itl~ 3 ~`~ r~side~~tial units; can a 1"7.4-acre: pt~o}ierty: "1'~ie
pr•csjt;ct ~;itc i4 withitl the pr•c~}~c3sc;ci aligrx~nent f~~r tlYe It"I'IZ:P; tl~e IS/MND chid ne7i ce~nsie~er tl~e
Ft~Ci~.l' a~~d tk~e ef~~'ects c~7~ if~e ~x•c>pcascci a~~art~~aea~ts.

T17~; ap~rov~d ~G~bciivisic~c~s «ifil~i~1 t}a~e k"I'RI~ ~•c~uYe a7•e c~~~~~~idet~ed a substantial change ire
cia~cui~r~st~~tices, v~~hicl~ r~ritl ~-e~~rire the: C:l'1.1C~ to ~a~•Gpare a Sul~sec~ei~nt ~l.l~ tc3 address ~~~w
si~7~iiie.u~t ei~~rira~~~nea~t~~ e~~fects ~~.~rsu~~z~t f<~ C'~.C~A C~uicielines St'cticzt~ ~ S 162.

14.~agzic~tic~n ~e~rcri~~lete

hfter~ ~-~~~iu~~r cal` ~C'L's a~~~~lic::~~tic~~~ for tlae RTRP, the ~:~aer~;y I~ivisioc~ .(ii7cis that the it~ft}~-n~~tic~.~~
cc~sYCain~;ci iti tht; ~,~~~lic~t~o~t ~t~c~ I~i~~~~i ~~,I~. is ir~ca~nplet~. 7'11e att~al~ec! rc:pc~rt ic~e~~tifies the
pczr•tic~ns of the a~plicatic>~~ fc~u~-~c~ tc~ tie c~e>ficiex~t.

I~ f:a~~z7~atia~~ provided by ~CryE ire ~•es~~c~i~se to khe 1~,~~c~~gy ~ivisic~n's tindin~; cif cicficica~~,}~ si~c~ul~i
t~G tiled ~s supp~len~e.r~~s to Ag~piic~tior~ ~l. t5-04m(1I3. (~z~~ set of'respeanse~ sht~~lci lac scut to t11e
Ei~e~'~Y 1)i~risic~n a~~ci one tc~ our consu~tar~t 1'a~ac~r~iz~~a En~;~irca~lrx~e~~~tal, ire l~c~tl~ laarc~cc~~~r a~ic1
elect~•c}nic c~r•r»~t-. We ~z•~quest that ~C~; res~az~c~ t~ t#lis re~c>rt~ ~1c~ later tl~aa~ July 2t, 2 }1.5.

VY~e ~~rill review t3~~ it~fi~rcn~~tic~il witlzi~~ 3~ days azad dete~•ini~~e if'it i5 ac~egt~ate to acee~t the
a~~a}~licatic~.~~. ~s cc~n~plcte. ~~~~ ~nrill r~ a~~~~ilabl~ tc~ meet ~~itla. ~~c~u ~~t y«u~~ co~~c~c~nicr~c~ tc~ ciisc~iss
these; itc~~ts.

'I Inc I:;x~~,r~y :I.-)irrisiaii r~seruc~s the right tc~ ree~uest additit~~~~~1 in~o.rmation ai ar~y ~~c~int i~~ tl~e
a}~plie~~tic~~~ }ar~~ce~di~i~ and dui•i~~~st~~s~c~uenf const~•zictic~~e t~f tlzc- ~rt~je~ct sl~atirld SCL's C'I>~;N~ ~e
~z~~~arovec~,

F'[ease cii~~ect c~uc:stiox~s rel~itc:ci tt~ this a}~p[icaliot~ tt~ ~~ie at {4I S) 7(}:~-54 4 0~~
r {

~li1C~;I'(;~~%,

~;:_,~ tichic~a
~'~-~~jc.ct 1~~~~r~~~;er
~i~et-~,y I)ivisic~r~, C'IC}A Lfnii

C'C; 1~~...)

1~r1~~~~-}~ icy ~3c~i~•al.F ~~~~3~r•ti~isor
Mcally ̀ ~t41~ke1. 1'ra~;rai~a M~t~a~e:r
.lack Mt~I(i~;aa~, C`1'U~` l~ttc~~-i~c;~r
.i~1~~f~Tt~c~i3las> I'rc~jeci~ Mai~~~er, ~'~iElc~~•~~na ~1nvirc~►~i~~~;r~t~1, IY~~. ~..
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_.

Tire ~~alifar~~ia I'i~t~tic Uti(~ti.~s Cc~~n~ission (CPUC) laas i.c cz~tifi.cc~_ cleficie~~cic~5 i.n Sc~ufil~e~-r~
C~lifoi~i~ia l~c~zs~r€'s ~SC~'~) A~~ali.c:atic~a~l (A,7 ~--O4-013) ~~ar ~~ +GertiEicatt~ o~ 1'Giblic Gc~~~verliei~cc'
aTld N~cessit~~ ic~~~ t ie TZivc:rsr.de °I`~•a7~sr7iiss.ion IZ~liabil .t}' I'roj~ck (I:TI~P). Ue~t`iciec-~c c~ were
ic~~>rlt~ikicc~ ar~c~rc~i.~~,~ tc7 rec~~ir~n~ezits of tl~e C'£?C~A (Pula it l~est~u~r~~es Code. ~~c~ic~r~ 21UUt~ efi sect.}
Gca~ieral C)rdet~ 13~~-t3 ar~d t~h~ Cc~~nrnis~;ic~r~'~ i~ule~ c~E I~rae~ice ~~~d T'r~7cec~~rrc fcaa~ ~ C~I'CN.
Ta~~ficir,.~~c~ic:s ~~r~ preset.~tc:~i in T~k~le~ 1.

PFu~nber ~3~ftciency

1 SCE's A~a~aficafion, Fina3 EIR, c~nd Aciminis#rativ~ Record do r7ot contain adequate
infc~rmcsfian to cir~cument the chc~ng~ in circ~mstc~nces since Riverside certification of thc~
Final EIR. Aciditianc~i infiflrmatian is required regarding the Riverbenci hausir~g project crud
Vernoica Mc7rketpfc~c~ A~arimcr~t Cornrnunity io document the curr~r~t k~aseline cUr~ctitions
iri 1Y~e pro~ased (27RP rxlic~r~m~r~f. This information should include modificc~ti~ns to fhe
enviranmenfr~l sattinq in the E1R #c~ refl~c.t fhe conditions in t}~e frans~r~ission c;arridor resulting
from the r~ppraved subdivisions ~<ansisteni with the rr;quirements of tt~e CPl1C PEA Ct~eckGsf
for' Trcar~smission Line F'roje;rts (t7ct~rber 20(38) including:

i. C~o~ur~~entafion Uf baseline a~sth~fiic conditic~r~s of the approved hausinc~
d~velUpments.

2. Upcfaie<~ ae~ri;;ulturaf s~t~ing fo refi~ct the Riv~rber~d hosing prajec:t within an area
float was previously bViikiamsan A~;t farm(pnd.

3. .~Updc~t~d hak~itr~t e~crecrc~c;s within the fransn~issivr~ carri<~c~r to re(lec~t c~radin~ grad
alhcr riabifiaf mocsitications sine tl~~e filine~ of the EIR.

~. Upt~ated land use and zc~n'sng d~sic~nation~ to r~flecl fhe approved re;ide:nticrl
d~v~laprr~er7ls.

~. U~a~:lc~ted transpartaiian and frc~ffi~ canciitiar~s to reflect the ap~arr~ved resic~~ntial
cl~velc~~.~rr~e;r~ts and current traffic volumes.

2 SCE's A~,>~licatic~n, ~irial EIS, c~r~d Adrr~inistrafiv~ ~2ecord dc~ riot ~ravide an assessment ref the
~nvironr~~~e:r~tal impacts at the RTf~(' on tt~~ f2iverta~nd housiric~ praj~ci (~ibb singi~ family lc~1s}
ca€~c~ 1}~e ~f~rnc+la Mcark~iplace Ap~rfine~:r~t Community. Thy fcrtlowing information is neecl~d
tc> <~valur~lr; impacts e ra fhe r~si~entia[ cf~velopri~cn#s, consistent with the Cf'UC; PEA
Checklist ~r~r 7ronsmiss~on Line Projects (C?cfab~r 2Q08):

1. ' A visural sir7~t~lration ~f the ~7RP with the ~aropased t~uusiny r~~:ve(dprrier~t c~nc!
analysis of curnula#iv~~ c~esthefir impacfs from thc; t~nusing de~velo~m~nts and #lie
RTi~C'.

2. Revisions to the area ref ac~rict~liurai impr~c#s ~rouic~ed in the ~fR fo reflect the
cr~nverson of V~/illiarnsan AcT ('armlancl at t~~e ~ivertacnd housing ~arojecf to a
r~sider~tial c~eveivpm~;r~t.

RiversiQ~ Trransr~~issic~n ~ePic~bility Project Application for ~r CPCN (A.15-0A-413) -Deficiency Re~arF
May 22. 2015
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Pdumk~~r D~ftclency

3. U~dc,tes tc~ fhe ha~aitc~t i~ripcscf acreages in the EIR to refleei grarJinc~ of the
Riveriaend project pnd any ather changes in baseline cor~difions since puk~lication
of fh~ [€R.

4. ~7escri~fivn cif hazards assaciaf~d with construc;fion and operation of the proposed
project wi#hin the c~pprov~d residential d~velopmer~fs.

5. [~ar~d use ier~pac#s asso~iaf~r3 with car~flicis b~t~veer~ the pro~aosed project
#ransm scion alignmenf and 1h~ approved residential dev~loprr~enfs.

6. incrc;ased noise ti~~aacts frc~t~n construc:f'ton within residei~rt~ca( subdivisions and Inng-
ferrn corona nr~is~ impocfis on the subc~ivisic~n.

7. impacfis frc~~t~ cUnstructi~n anr~ operation cif tt-~e prapos~d project on
#ranspc~rtc~fiior~ ar~d frcaffic ~onsic~erir~g tt~e reads fhat are proposed within #he:
a~prov~:~ suk~c~ivisions.

8. impacts oP the prc~~c~s~cf prrajecl on ~a~ulr~tion and housing.
9, Cvrriulc~tive impacts of the ~rc~posed prc~jecf with other currlulative proje:c~s that

a~~ currently pic~~-~ned in the area.

3 CEC~A requires t;or~sic~eratian ~f alternadiv~s that crr~ capable of sukastantially reducing ar
~lirrrinating sic~nificat~i ~r~vironn~~;r~fa! effe~ls {GFG~A Gvide:iines Section 1126,6{cs~J. L~~fine
alternatives thc7t meet ft~e project c~bjec:fiives cynd reduce or avoid potenficaily significant
impc~cfs c>f fh~ ~rdpaseci project Un the appravec~ Riverbend Pausing projeci a~~d Verr-~rslcr
Mr~rketpic~c~ Apartn~eni Community. This r~nay include Cacai routing c~iternativ~s Qr
electrical system alt~rnc7tives.

4 PraviciE tt-~e t~fc~l volume of water chat will b~ required for ~;anstructior~ of the projeci. 7t~e
City of Riverside ~i~~al [fR and response t~ carr~rner~fs stab fhc~t c~ mc~x€mum of ~+(l,aoa
gallons of wc7ter would ~~ rap~liec~ per mile der clay. "This vc~lurl~~: r:~ ~N~#er macs rice# equai~
fa a icy#a1 vc~fume regUir~;c~ fear the project. Sp~c:ify a total maxirnun~~ volume of water
needed fvr tl~e project c~r~d fhe sa~~rce of wafer.

5 L~efir~~ fil~~e prQpos~d ~accstion far disposal cif ht~zardous waste and frecstec~ wood ~al~s that
wauit.~ k~r removed by the prapc:s~ci project,

(End o f At t aChment )

~;ivprsi~e 1'rc~r~srraissiora Reliabifify bra}~c~fi A~~plicat.ior~ ftir q' C~'w4N ¢A.15-a4~13) --C)e~ic:€~ncy~Re~~orf
Muy 12, 2Q15
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 941023298

October 8, 2015

Ian Fon-est, Senior Attorney
Southern California Edison Company
Post Office Box 800
Rosemead, CA 91770
Email: ian.fonest@sce.com

P ~ ~ ~'
4~.,

RE: Application Deficiency Report #2 -Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity

for the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project —Application No. A.15-04-013

Dear Mr. Forrest,

The California Public Utilities Commission's (CPUC) Energy Division CEQA Unit has
completed its review of Southern California Edison's (SCE's) Application (A. 15-04-013) for a
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) for the Riverside Transmission
Reliability Project (RTRP) and responses to CPUC's Deficiency Report #l. The Energy Division
finds that the u7fonllation contained in SCE's responses to Deficiency Report #1 is incomplete
and does not resolve all deficiencies in SCE's application. The attached report identifies the
outstanding deficiencies in SCE's application.

Information provided by SCE in response to the Energy Division's finding of deficiency should
be filed as supplements to Application A. 15-04-013. One set of responses should be sent to the
Energy Division and one to otiir consultant Panorama Environmental, in both hardcopy and
electronic format. We request that SCE respond to this report no later than December 7, 2015.

We will review the information within 30 days and deternzine if it is adequate to accept the
application as complete. We will be available to meet with you at your convenience to discuss

these items.

The Energy Division reserves the right to request additional information at any point in the
application proceeding and during subsequent construction of the project should SCE's CPCN be
approved.

Please direct questions related to this application to me at (415) 703-5484 or
,~ G IISC~Y~ :_~ J C°.__I t~i~~Ct~C;~7tl l~. C'.i1._~;()V .

Sincerely,
_ ~. .a ,~

~f3ersen Uchida
`'`~.P~oject Manager

energy Division,. CECtA Unit
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October 8, 201 S
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cc: Mary Jo Borak, Supervisor
Jack Mulligan, CPUC Atton~ey
Jeff Thomas, Project Manager, Panorama Environmental, I~1c.



DEFICIENCY REPORT #2 FOR THE RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION
RELIABILITY PROJECT APPLICATION (A. 15-04-013)

REPORT OVERVIEW
The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has identified deficiencies in Southern

California Edison's (SCE's) Application (A.15-04-013) for a Certificate of Public Convenience

and Necessity for the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP). Deficiencies were

identified according to requirements of the CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.),

General Order 131-D, and the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure for a CPCN.

Deficiencies are presented in Table 1.

Number

2

Deficiency and Information Needed

Provide preliminary engineering plans and a detailed route map for the entire RTRP 230 kV
alignment and substations. The preliminary engineering and detailed route maps need to
include the locations of all temporary and permanent work spaces including:

• Pole work areas (e.g., crane pads)

Lattice steel tower work areas

• Conductor stringing pull and tension areas

• Guard structures

• 230-kV conductor field snub areas

• Temporary downline, access and spur roads

• Permanent access roads

Temporary staging yards

The Final EIR provides a calculated area of disturbance for each work area in Table 2.5-3a;
however, there is no mapping of these work areas that show the maximum limits of the
area of disturbance. Further engineering details and mapped locations of the disturbance
area are required to verify the impacts to environmental resources and determine the -.
conflicts with recent developments. As an example, the pole and work area at ,Wineville
Avenue and Landon Drive appear to conflict with recent development in the area.

Provide additional data for daytime and night-time ambient noise levels in the proposed
project area, including the existing homes and development along Wineville Avenue and
Landon Drive. Provide noise level measurements at similar 230-kV transmission lines near
the project area. Provide noise level planning contours at distances of 50-, 100-, and 200-
feetfrom the proposed project for construction and operation of the proposed RTRP. The
planning contours for construction should include cumulative noise generated from
multiple pieces of construction equipment operating simultaneously.

SCE Response to the Deficiency Report and the Final EIR both state the following with
regard to construction noise, "noise would be short-term, occurring during daylight hours
when the ambient noise levels are higher within the (RTRP] area". Further information is
needed to define existing ambient noise levels in the projecf area. and calculated noise

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Application for a CPCN (A.15-04-013) -Deficiency Report #2
October 7, 2015

1



Mr, Ian Forrest, Southern California Edison
October 8, 2015
Page 2

Number Deficiency and information Needed

levels at sensitive receptors along the alignment (i.e., at approved developments along the
alignment).

The RTRP EIR Volume 2 at pages 3-282 and 3-285 states that "Although corona noise varies
widely with weather conditions and may be audible, no significant corona should be
produced by lines energized below 345 kV (EPRI 1987). There would neither be a substantial
nor a permanent increase in noise level." The Final EIR for the RTRP defines maximum
corona noise levels during wet weather at 28 dBA; however the estimated noise level was
not supported by noise measurements at similar 230-kV transmission lines.in the area.
Corona. noise from a transmission line operating at 230-kV.was measured at 29 dBA at 100
feet from the 230-kV transmission line during dry weather conditions in San Diego (SDG&E
2014). The maximum corona noise level may exceed 28 dBA at sensitive receptors.

Corona noise impacts would affect a larger number of sensitive receptors than considered
in the Final EIR. Sensitive receptors to noise, such as residents of the new Riverbend housing
project, were not contemplated in the Final EIR impact analysis, as this housing
development was not constructed or approved at the time of the Final EIR.

Provide an updated Aesthetics and Visual Resources Technical Report for the 230-kV
Transmission Corridor.

The 2010 Aesthetics and Visual Resources Technical Report prepared by Power Engineers
needs to be updated to reflect current and future development projects along the
proposed 230-kV transmission corridor. This includes updating the inventory results (scenic
quality and visual integrity, sensitivity analysis), impact methods (viewshed analysis, number
and location of key observation points, and photo-simulations), and impact results.

Provide GIS data for utility lines in the roads that are shown as underground alternative
routes. Define the size of each utility line and the spacing of existing utilities. Define utility
separation requirements for the underground 230-kV transmission line.

The Deficiency Response # 1, Part 6 Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRPJ 230 kV
Underground Alternatives Desktop Study July 2015, identifies three potential underground
alternatives and possible challenges to implementation of the alternatives. The document
states, "no survey of underground utilities has been completed to date. The presence of
existing underground utilities would likely impact the technical and environmental
challenges associated with each undergrounding alternative." Information is required on
the type and location o.f existing utilities fo assess .the feasibility of constructing an
underground transmission line in any of the three alternative alignments'.

Provide this data for the entire transmission line alignment as it traverses Jurupa Valley,
including within the Riverbend development through the existing commercial/industrial
developments of the Vernola Marketplace and the business park at Landon Drive and
Wineville Avenue.

Provide mapped locations and GIS data for any utility lines that have been constructed
within the RTRP alignment and utilities that are expected to be installed as part of the
approved developments.

The Riverbend housing development is currently under construction within the RTRP,. _.,
Alignment. Utilities may be installed prior to NOP. Photo 1 (below) from August 18, 2075,
provides evidence that infrastructure is being installed on the site: A development has
already been constructed at the Wineville Avenue and Landon Drive. The locations of all
utilities within the RTRP alignment is needed to evaluate impacts on utilities.

Photo 1: Riverbend Housing Develo____ Construction

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Application for a CPCN (A.l 5-04-013) -Deficiency Report
October 8, 2015
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Number 'Deficiency and Information Needed
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Provide an assessment of the effects to population and housing from constru~tion.of,the ',
proposed route through approved Riverbend, Vemola Marketplace Apartment, William
Lyon/Turnleaf and Stratham/Harmony Trails subdivisions. What is the maximum number of
homes that would be displaced in these approved subdivisions?

Item #8 of the Deficiency Response # 1 states:

"RTRP is not expected to displace substantial numbers of existing homes necessitating the
construction of homes elsewhere, and is not expected to displace substantial numbers of
people." This statement is misleading because Final Maps and Grading Permits have been
approved within the RTRP alignment, and in the case of William Lyon/Turnleaf, houses have
been built and are occupied. The project would displace approved and constructed
residential units depending on the timing of construction for RTRP and the housing
developments within the RTRP alignment.

Provide copies of culturpl resource survey reports,for the230 kV RTRP alignment.;•Froyide the
resulfs ~f a current record search through the California Historical Resources Information'
System (CHRIS).

The Final EIR and Administrative Record do not include the full cultural resource survey
reports for the RTRP. This information is needed to verify that eligibility determinations have
been made for all cultural resources consistent with the decision in Madera Oversight
Coalition v. County of Madera.

A current historical resources record search is required because additional resources may
have been encountered and documented in the RTRP alignment during recent earthwork
and mass grading for the projects within the RTRP alignment.

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Application for a CPCN (A.15-04-013) -.Deficiency~ReporP;
October 8, 2015
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October 8, 2015
Page 4

Number 'Deficiency and Information Needed

8 Provide a current EDR Report for the 230 kV RTRP alignment and substations.

The previous Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) is over 1 year old and is no longer
vglid for the Subsequent EIR. Provide an updated Phase I ESA that documents the current
status of hazardous material sites within the RTRP alignment and substations.

9 Provide updated air quality and greenhouse gas emissions modeling for the SCE project
components including the 230-kV transmission lines. Provide the model assumptions to
support the model output. Provide updated air quality dispersion modeling using current air
quality models and meteorological data.

The Final EIR uses old out-of-date air quality models, air quality data, and emissions factors
to calculate RTRP construction emissions and evaluate impacts. The air quality and
greenhouse gas emissions modeling needs to use current EMFAC2014 emissions factors.
SCE's model assumptions (e.g., use of Tier 2, Tier 3, or Tier 4 equipment) and helicopter
emissions modeling are also required.

The Final EIR analysis of localized effects of air quality on sensitive receptors relies on ISCST3
modeling to define pollutant levels at sensitive receptors. ISCST3 is out-of-date and the

i California Air Resources Board (GARB) recommends use of AERMOD for dispersion
i modeling. The USEPA Guideline on Air Quality Models recommend that the most recent five
years of consecutive meteorological data should be used for air quality modeling. Provide

j updated dispersion modeling using the AERMOD model and recent meteorological data._ _ __ ......_ ..........................._._....... ___

10 Provide information on existing and prgposed.right-of-way (ROW) and easer~en#s.in the
area where the' RTRR alignment intersects with the approved projects. Identi#y the #ype of
ROW (i.e., owned in fee or easement), the width of the proposed ROW, the location of the
ROW relative to the property boundaries for the approved projects, and the location of the
transmission line within the ROW. Identify any limitations on uses within the ROW.

__ ___ ___ _.
1 1 Clarify how rights for access and temporary construction areas outside of the ROW will be

secured.

SCE states the following regarding hazards during construction; "SCE anticipates that it will
i be able to construct the foundations for the tubular steel pole (TSP) and lattice steel towers
(LSTs) within a 100-foot ROW".This statement appears to conflict with the work space
requirements defined on page 13, where SCE indicates "Typical laydown areas.for.
construction and assembly of TSPs are approximately 200 feet by 100 feet."

__._ _
12 ;Provide the basis for the 100-foot right-of-way width used for the RTRP. Does SCE have any

narrower rights-of-wqy for 230-kV transmission lines?

13 Provide GIS data for the following:

• Project alignment, substations, and all temporary and permanent impact areas
defined in response to Item 1 above

• Biological resources including

o Vegetation communities

o Special status species locations

o Jurisdictional resources

• Cultural resources including . ,. , , •~. ~ ,' .~

o Resource locations and boundaries ~ ~ ' ° `

o Survey boundaries

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Application for a CPCN (A.15-04-013) -Deficiency Report
October 8, 2015
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Number 'Deficiency and Information Needed

14 Provide a current aerial image (georeferenced TIFF file) for the 230-kV transmission line and
substations that reflects site conditions as they exist today.

15 Please clarify if the duct bank separation included in the deskfop stud+ is~based'on heat
i calculations using the proposed project power flow or if there is some other basis for the
separation. Assuming there are no heat generating utilities adjacent to the underground
duct banks, please identify the minimum ROW width (i.e., no buffer) required for the two
230-kV underground circuits.

Page 26 to 27 of the Underground Desktop Study dated July 2015 indicates that the ROW
for the two 230-kV circuits would be approximately 50 feet. The study then goes on to
illustrate a minimum ROW that is 40 feet; however, this width includes 10 feet of buffer on
each side of the proposed duct banks. These ROW requirements appear excessive since
many of the existing utilities in roadways are not heat generating.

16 Please provide a layout of the cable vault with dimensions explaining the 48-foof.length. In
addition, please explain why two splice vaults are needed per circuit.

The cable vault longitudinal dimension appears excessive in view of the practices of other
utilities (e.g., PG&E utilizes 25-foot long vaults for 230 kV). It appears that SCE is indicated
that a separate vault would be used for each set of three cables. The reasoning for this
separation is not explained and the additional vaults result in a very large amount of
excavation. The additional vaults are understandable where the cables are different
circuits; however, it is not clear why this is needed for the RTRP where each circuit is made
up of six cables. From a worker safety perspective, when the circuit is de-energized all six
cables would be out of service so it would seem there is no safety issue with locating all six
cables in the same vault.

_ _ __ _ __ _
17 Provide an explanation of the 557 MW capacity limit from Vista to serve Riverside Public

Utility (RPU) demand. How many transformers at Vista are for Riverside load?

The system Information that we have. for Vista shows that there are four (4)_ 220/bb kV
transformers with a combined capacity of 1,120 MYA (4 banks dt 280 M,VA.each);: The:.•.
combined capacity is increased to 1,204 (3 banks at 308 MVA + 1 bank at 280 MVA) in
planning models for 2019 and beyond. What is the limiting factor or contingency? It is not
clear from the 2006 Transmission Plan.

__ ......
18 !Please provide a specific memo or report documenting that the CAISO directed SCE to

build the RTRP in June 2006.

The CPUC has not seen any reports or documents stating that the project was approved by
CAISO or that SCE was directed to build it.

19. 'Please provide the SCE 2006-2027 Transmission Expansion Plan.

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Application for a CPCN (A.15-04-013) -Deficiency Report
October 8, 2015
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STATE ~~ C;AI_tFC~F7NiA ~I~MUNp G. BRC3WN JR„ Governor

PE.1~[.,lG UT'E~.kTI~ GONIMl551C}!~ '' ~'~`

sasvar~ mess azveNUE `~e~, j ~ L,~.

8AN FRANCIS4:t'l~ CA ~+SS42-32:x$ ~,- .."`

f.~GtCt~.)ux ~.~, fit.}~ ~`

ian Ffazz~est, S~tliui•l~ttorney
Scauterrz C;alifc~a-~~ia l~,disc~~x Com~~riy,
~c~st Office ~30~ R()E}
Itc~scxzxct~c~, CA ~~.770
~m~il: i~t.zx.f~~~est~~),sce.c;~~xt

j": ~'~.p~r icatioa~ l~~~icdency itepard~ ~3 - Cerd~ ca~~ of Public Co~vec~iencc u~nd Nc~cessi~y
~'ox the ~vc~~~i~lc Tr~~xsng~ssian I~~l~~~~i~xty ~"raject — A.pp~ication N~. ~. ~ ~-~O~-Ol 3

17e:~r ~rfr. T'~rrest;

The C~aifa~•i~ia. Public i~til_iti~s C~~c~zxa«assic~~~'s (CPLTC) E~~~r~;Y L7.ivisi~x~ C~t~A i.J~kzl ]aas
co~~~~leteel its re~fiew c~~ ~autl:Eern Ca~i~ora~ia l disc~n's (~C~~'s} ~~3~l cation (1~. S-(74-0113} oz° a
CVcrtificate of public ~onvenie~~c~ azYc~ I~~ec~ssit:~r (C~'~;N} far thc: Riverside Traa~s issic~n
Reli~ibility :Project (RTl2.~') a~ad ~~csponses to ~;PUC's D~ cienc}i TZepoxt # ~. ':Chc ~ner~;y Division
~atlnti il~a.t the iztfc~xm~t.ion ear~tait~~at) in SC'E's r~s~an~~s tc~ Deficiency ~2t.~orf k#1. ~r~as
incrs~~~}71et~; asld c~ici z~c~t ~-c~ca(v~ al.l. c~efiuietici~s in ~C~~'s ~~a~ale~alic~►~. 'T'1~~ attac:hcl re~~rt
ic~ex~zi~ies a~xtstandi~~~ e:fi~ier~cies in ~~E 's a~plicatiar~ i~1 addition tc~ these prese~~f~d ire "
Inc#icze~acy Pepc~rt ~2. that wus sent can C?ct~ber ~T 20I 5. .

Irafc~rxx~~tic~►~ ~~rc~videci by SCE. in r~s~ac~~ase cc~ floc ~~xer~y Uivisiai~'s ~i~tiin~; of deficiency sk~oul~
lie Clod .~s sttpplcrz~cnts to Ap~~~ cati Sri .~. 15-~4-() ~ 3. f)z~e sit of res~~c~zases si~cz~zld he Genf t:ci ~h~
I~ n~z~~;v ~)iv siai~ a~7c3 anc. to c~u:r cc~nsultazxt l'a~~ac~~°an~a L~~vi~~ai~rl~e~~tal, izt bc~iI~ ~~a~-c~cti}ay az~cl
elec:trc~~~ic tr~rz~~ai, ~~+f e ~~ec~u~~st that SCI; re:~~oncf c~ this re~aart na liter khan l~cce ~bc~r ~ t , ~(~ 15.

t~'e r~~~ill r~vie~~ the ir3:tc~rn~at~az~ wi#~i~ 3f~ da~yrs a:~c~ c~et~ri~ni~~:~; i~it ~s a~iequa~e tp accept the
applicatia~~ as can~~lete. ~~e will b~ a~railable t~ ineee with yc~u at your cor~vetaie~~ce ~t~ discuss
1~IG.5.~ ltf;tl3S,

Tt~e ~i~er y [~ivisi~an res~:rves tl~~ ri~;17t ~~ request ac~d~t~a~aa~ izafc~rax~~tio~1. at,~uay pc~,i~r€ ri the
a~a~li~atic~n prc~ceediz~~; ~~nci ci~~riaa subs~gt~e~~t erans~ructian ~f`~he prUjeet sh~a~~ld ~iCE's CP~;N b~
ap~rc~r~ed.

P~e~~se ~iires;t c~liestio~~s z~~at~d tca tEais a~~~Iic~tian to r~~e aG (~ l 5) "7(?3-5~4~~ c7x•
Ira i ~ ' '~~f: s~.

Sincwaely,

. x e~~ Uc;hicla

1~z~~~eGt Nfar~~~ez~



ti4r. {gin 1=~irrest. Svufh~rn C~lifarr7ir~ EciisUF-r
~ctooer 22, 2015
Page 2

cc: Nl~zy Jn ~3o~•ak, Su~icrvisor
.~~.ck Mul~i~an, C~'CJC At~ot~ney
Jeff Th~~~as, Project Manager, Panorama. Envzx~Qi~ine~ltal, I~~c.



DE~I~IENCY REPORT #3 FOR THE ~CIVERSID~ TRAN5M~S51t3N
R~LI.ABII.ITY ~'RC3J~~T APPI,ICATI4N ~A. ~5-~?4-i~131

~~~a~~ c~v~~v~~w
The Califoa~iia Put~Iic Utilities ~ornmission (CPUC) has idGntiFiec~ defi~ie~~cies u1 Southern
California Eciiso~-~'s (5C~'s) Application (A.15-~4-~13} EQr a C~rt~fitat~ of Pu~Iic Conv~nxence
and Necessity for the Iti~er~zd~ Transmission I2eIiability Project (Tt"1"kI'}. L7efi~iencies w~r~
i.den~ified a~corclin~; to regt~ir~znents of fi~ze CEC~A (Pu~alic I~esaurces Code Sectioai 21 00 et seq.}F
General Order• 131~D, anti the Commission's pules [~E Pra~~ice aild Procedure for a CI'CN.
~eticiencies are. preser~tea i~~, ~'~ble 1.

~7~ .yf"J , Y:.y. ~, ovs34~:..x'aS .,:al .~~~; ", '~ 5~. <4 
' Jw•ya~~3. a`a ~Pl;~'':~cRv:Sa"YS~" ' ~. ~~c~~!'~:~:✓.y~E"rTS).y~'~.: ~_t'v x ~~Y e~:. ~C r. t~"~ i.'. 

i6i
O:. ., r~... J' .~ 1 .'j.~'4., .S' ~r'A ~ i' p .. 1."•I `N.i ... 

.3'~il.'r;.'.:ii: 4 
..

j3 O d ~' ~ 
::~:; .~.,J P D — 4 

~. ~ +'Qv p .r~ p, x~ .~<` ,:S p -~1;,'¢, ,<.r ~.J%:": :ii' ~~_ ~ b }y; ~p,

.•.?yj~ _. Y•Y,;~ -̀s.,• +..•~-;:' ni ri:'i~~'<,'ti~.y'. 7K~..ro ::1,• ,i'-. ̀  .:Y::. rw?~"i~.~-•.; •i:... -

er bef~ct~~►cy and In#arrriafion, Neeii~tf.

1 Cystem mr~c'eEs (G~-Pa"E..Fj c~rquirecl frnrn CAfSO Transmission Panning Process (201 d~2015 TPP
basecose for 2016 anc! 20~~) indica~?e two separate loads at Vista 66 kV, Ana is IabezE~d as
"(MJ" and the o9hcr as "(1 j", In the 2024 mdcJel Borne cf the ]aad modeled at {M) ̀s moved
to Wilderness. '

a. Confirm fhgt (J~1) r~presen#s just the CPU lapcf or axpldin whai 'rf represents.
' k~. Verify that lc~~d ►Ytad~lett in 2 24 cat Wilderi~ess is all RPU Ic~gc~ rand riot SGE.

c. Confirm the Ioaci under (1 j is 5C~ (i.e., not ~PUj load served firom Vista 66 kV.

2 Provide the SCE Vista bb kV oper~t~ng dia~rpm.

3 Nis arical dcta from City o~ Riverside for2Qta fi}~rouc~h 2014 shows beak igads cv~raged
roughEy 59C► MW, w th an a!i-time sysfi~m peak in .2007 cif b~4 MW~ In the C'AISC~ refirrbility
m~d~i fir 2fll 6, the RPU loud seems to h~ mc~~3elec~ ct} 7C~8 MW. Expitrin the sic~niFiGant
increase in load and what tha drivers pre,

A Provide 2D 13 p~c~k lc~c~~ing as of 10/22J2015 for load served From the SCE Vis#a bb kV
substcstion. Foy the peak laid value, orovidc fie p~rcentag~ s~f the peak load that was
sewing City o~ Give-sides load cnd fhe per~~ntac~.e: ghat wcas se~vinc~ SCE disiri~utivn i~ac~,

S Provide the'r~tdiv=.dual #~ansfe+rmer lank Eo~ding far the four 22D/6b kV tr:~r~sForm~rs r~1 Visia
corresp~t~di~~c 1G Ph» ~ec~k Eoa~3in~ ~~ovided ak~ov~ ir7 quesPiort ?#4.

G Provides tl Ee int~re~al Ri~ersicie yene~c~fic~n op~rafifi~ levels of #tie time cif IF~~ 201 S p~r~k
pr~ivide~l ak~oNe {yu~stiUr~ ##4). SpeCffic~tly, provide the Qutput level for eac~ of the 4
Kiversicie Energy Cent~:r 48 MW ger7eraiors and the 4d MW springs genEration projec# at the
time of tY~e 2015 peak.

Riverside Transmission Reliability Frvj~ci Applicc~liu:~i ttir r~ CPCh! (A.3 5-04-D l3) - beficier~cy liepvti #3
dctUber 22. 20I5



EXHIBIT "D"



STATE OF CALIFORNIA

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 941023298

March 18, 2016

Ian Forrest, Senior Attorney
Southern California Edison Company
Post Office Box 800
Rosemead, CA 91770
Email: ian.foi~rest@sce.com

s~
~ \~: ~ ~;,
\_,

RE: Deficiency Report #4 -Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project —Application No. A.15-04-013

Dear Mr. Forrest,

The California Public Utilities Commission's (CPUC) Energy Division CEQA Unit has
completed its review of Southern California Edison's (SCE's) Application (A. 15-04-013) for a
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) for the Riverside Transmission
Reliability Project (RTRP) and responses to CPUC's Deficiency Reports #1, #2, and #3. The
Energy Division found deficiencies in the information contained in SCE's responses to
Deficiency Report #2 regarding preliminary engineering plans for the project. The attached
report identifies outstanding deficiencies in SCE's response to Deficiency Report #2, Item #1.
Included with this Deficiency Report are the following attachments for SCE's reference:

1. Attachment A — Mapbook set illustrating conflicts with proposed work areas.

2. Attachment B — Mapbook set illustrating the geographic extent of previous cultural
resource surveys conducted between 2006 and 2011.

Information provided by SCE in response to the Energy Division's finding of deficiency should
be filed as supplements to Application A. 15-04-013. One set of responses should be sent to the
Energy Division and one to our consultant Panorama Environmental, in both hardcopy and
electronic format. We request that SCE respond to this report no later than April 15, 2016.

We will review the information within 30 days and determine if it is adequate to accept the
application as complete. We will be available to meet with you at your convenience to discuss
these items.

The Energy Division reserves the right to request additional information at any point in the
application proceeding and during subsequent construction of the project should SCE's CPCN be
approved.

EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

Please direct questions related to this application to me at (415) 703-5484 or 
.1e:nse~~.tJ~;l~icia(~rc~~~ac.ca. ~;ov.



Mr. Ian Forrest, Southern California Edison
March 18, 2016
Page 2

Sincerely,

~...~~

~'Jera~sen Uchida
~(~roject Manager
Energy Division, CEQA Unit

cc: Mary Jo Borak, Supervisor
Jack Mulligan, CPUC Attorney
Tom Diaz, SCE Regulatory Affairs
Christine Schneider, Panorama Environmental, Inc.
Jeff Thomas, Panorama Environmental, Inc.



DEFICIENCY REPORT #4 FOR THE RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION
RELIABILITY PROJECT APPLICATION (A. 15-04-013)

REPORT OVERVIEW
The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has identified deficiencies in Southern

California Edison's (SCE's) Application (A.15-04-013) for a Certificate of Public Convenience

and Necessity for the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP). Deficiencies were

identified according to requirements of the CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.),

General Order 131-D, and the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure for a CPCN.

Deficiencies are presented in Table 1.

Number Deficiency

1 ;Provide GIS data and detailed route maps showing the locations of the following:

• Conductor stringing pull and tension areas

• Guard structures

• 230-kV conductor field snub areas

The GIS data and route maps provided in response to Deficiency Report #2 did not
include locations of pull and tension areas, guard structures or field snub areas. This
information is required to analyze environmental impacts of the proposed project.

2 Provide GIS data and detailed route maps showing the full extent of temporary and
permanent access roads including:

• Temporary downline, access and spur roads (access routing to each structure
locations from city streets or adjacent developed sites needs to be completely
shown)

• Permanent access roads

The GIS data provided in response to Deficiency Report #2 shows short segments of
access roads. These access roads do not connect to paved roadways. The CPUC
considers use of existing unpaved access roads in its calculations and assessment of
temporary disturbance. SCE needs to define the full extent of existing unpaved access
roads that could be used during construction.

3 Refine the buffer area boundaries to more accurately reflect on-the-grounu siting
limitations, and also depict the locations of all proposed temporary andpermanent work
spaces within buffer areas including:

• Pole work areas (e.g., crane pads)

• Lattice steel tower work areas

The preliminary engineering plans/route maps provided on February 9, 2016, in response to
Item # 1 of Deficiency Report #2 depicted buffer areas of varying size around each
ro osed structure. The CPUC understands that SCE intends to site tem orar and

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Application for a CPCN (A.15-04-013) -Deficiency Report #4
March 18, 2016



Mr. Ian Forrest, Southern California Edison
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Number Deficiency

permanent work spaces within the buffer areas and that buffer areas have been depicted
to provide siting flexibility as later stages of engineering design are completed. The
intention of this approach is reasonable; however, the CPUC believes that the degree of
flexibility resulting from the proposed buffer areas (particularly those of a 1,200-foot
diameter size or over 1 million square feet) is excessive and will result in an overstatement
of project impacts and new impacts not analyzed in the 2013 RTRP Final EIR. For example,
in the 2013 Final EIR, it was described that impacts to wetlands and riparian areas would
be avoided by the proposed project. The current buffer areas include wetland and
riparian areas and there would be significant impacts to these resources if the CPUC
assumes work could be conducted anywhere within the buffer area.

The CPUC has prepared a mapbook (Attachment A) showing locations where the
proposed buffer areas overlap with the following facilities and resources:

• Steep slopes

• Wetlands including the Santa Ana River floodplain and/or tributary drainages

• Metropolitan Water District's aqueduct infrastructure

• City streets, parking lots, loading/receiving docks, and perimeter landscaping of
adjacent buildings

• Riverside Water Quality Control Plant facilities

• Caltrans right of way along Highway 15

• Hidden Valley Wilderness Area (federal land and water conservation fund area)

These resources should be avoided and carved out of the work area .buffers, where
feasible.

The revised preliminary engineering plans and detailed route maps should also depict any
planned alignment revisions or refinements following SCE's CPCN application such as the
relocation of Pole JD22 (identified at the November 2015 site visit).

Please include GIS data files for all detailed route map refinements.

4 Provide an updated version of Table 2.5-3a in the 2013 RTRP Final EIR that reflects all
changes to calculated work space disturbance areas based on preliminary engineering
revisions (see Items #1 through #3 above).

5 Provide cultural resource survey reports and data for all unsurveyed portions of project
disturbance areas as refined in response to Items 1 through 3 above (see also Attachment
B).

6 Clarify how SCE expects to obtain a permit for new poles located in the Hidden Valley
Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) area. How will NEPA be handled for new poles
in this area? Where and how will SCE replace the impacted LWCF area?

The Land Use section in the 2013 RTRP Final EIR lacks analysis of the land use impacts
resulting from conversion of LWCF areas. Mitigation Measure REC-02 in the recreation
section does not define where or how SCE would replace the LWCF area or obtain the
necessary permits from the National Park Service. Further information is needed to verify
the feasibility of the proposed "land conversion" for the proposed transmission line
structures within the LWCF area.

7 Focused surveys are required for the following special-status species within suitable
habitat:

• Burrowin owl

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Application for a CPCN (A.l 5-04-013) -Deficiency Report #4
March 18, 2016
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Number Deficiency

• Least BeIPs vireo

• Southwestern willow flycatcher

• Western yellow-billed cuckoo

• Delhi sands flower-loving fly

• San Diego ambrosia

• Brand's phacelia

• San Miguel savory

• Los Angeles pocket mouse

• Northwestern San Diego pocket mouse

• San Bernardino kangaroo rat

Focused surveys for these species were performed between 2006 and 2009 (seven to ten

years ago). These surveys are considered out-of-date and do not reflect current species
distribution. The impact analysis and the mitigation measures in the 2013 RTRP Final EIR may

therefore not adequately consider the level of impacts on these species. The focused

surveys need to include the full limits of all work areas as defined in response to items 1

through 3 above.

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Application for a CPCN (A.l 5-04-013) -Deficiency Report #4
March 18, 2016
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Sout/7es n California Edison
RTRP A.15-04-013

DATA REQUEST SET A1504013 ED-SCE-01

To: ENERGY DIVISION
Prepared by: Chris Doolittle

Title: Archaeologist
Dated: 03/09/2016

Question 09:

Table 1: SCE Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Application 15-04'-013 Data Needs

Cultural Resources

Provide the CPUC and Parus Consulting with anon-redacted version of the Cultural
Resources Technical Report including all site records and maps.
The Cultural Resources information that was sent to Parus Consulting on December 8; 2015 did
not contain the confidential Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Cultural Resources
Technical Report (March 2011) prepared by Power Engineers for the RTRP EIR. The technical
report is required in order to assess CRHR-eligibility of resources found during the March
2011 survey effort. The technical report is also required to determine if additional cultural
resource surveys will need to be performed to examine all areas that may be impacted by
the proposed project.

Response to Question 09:

As indicated on the attached PDF document ("UPS Notification of Delivery") and
consistent with California Government Code sections 6254(x) and 6254.10 and Public
Resources Code section 21082.3(c)(1), the:non-redacted Cultural i~esnurces Technical
Report was delivered via UPS to Parus Consulting's archaeologist on April 21, 2016 at
the following address:

John Nadolski
Parus Consulting
8520 BLAKEPOINTE WAY
ANTELOPE, CA 95843



Rodger Torres

From: Christopher Doolittle
Sent: Friday, May 06, 2016 10:08 AM
To: Thomas Diaz
Cr. Thanos Trezos; Gloria Hocutt; Ian Forrest; Kenneth Spear; Robert Pontelle
Subject: RE: RTRP -Data Requests Q9 -Cultural

Tom,

The non-redacted report was delivered to Panes Consulting's archaeologist on 4/21/2016. UPS notification below. Thanks.

Delivery Date: Thursday, 04/21/2016

delivery Time: 09:24 AM

At the request of EDISON MATERIAL SUPPLY-FIN&OP5, this notice is to confirm that
following shipment has been delivered.

r~~r~t C~t~~l

Tracking Number:

.john Nadoiski
Parus Consulting

Ship To: 8520 BLAKEPQINTE WAY
ANTELOPE, CA 95843
U5

t3PS 5erviee: NEXT QAY AIF2

Number of F~ackages: 1

Faipra~~r~t hype: fetter

Delivery Location: FRONT DC3QR

Reference Nurt~ber 1: 30152

Chris Doolittle
Corporate Environmental Services
Natural and Cultural Resources
Southern California Edison
(909) 520-1670 (cell)

i
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y ~:;~.,Y ECONOMIC/FISCAL IMPACT AfVALYSIS:
~~;
~~ RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY

PROJECT

DECEMBER 2, 2015
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I. INTRQDUCTION

BACKGROUND

The City of Jurupa Valley ("City") incorporated as Riverside County's 28th city on July 1, 2011. Since the

days leading up to its incorporation, the City has endured a number of significant, externally-introduced

financial challenges, including state legislation redirecting Vehicle License Fee revenues, rapidly rising

public safety contract costs, and a sluggish economic recovery. The City, along with three other newly

incorporated cities in Riverside County -- Eastvale, Menifee, and Wildomar -- fought off disincorporation

this past year, thanks in part to County debt forgiveness via SB 107 (Chapter 325, Statutes of 2015) and

the City's healthy General Fund reserves. While City staff is projecting that the fiscal year 2015-16 year-

end General Fund reserve balance will continue to be healthy (approximately 31 percent of expenditures),

the City's budget deficit is expected to be $2.5 million, and annual revenue neutrality payments of $1.9

million to the County of Riverside ("County") witl be required beginning in fiscal year 2016-17. Revenue

neutrality payments also have step increases in the future, as a percentage of property tax and sales tax

revenues, when the City reaches certain revenue targets for property tax and sales tax revenues.

The next few years of operation will be critical to the City's financial sustainability, particularly with regard

to the economic development of the I-15 corridor and adjacent areas to expand the City's revenue base

to keep pace with rising operational costs, particularly police contract costs with the Riverside County

Sheriff. County planning efforts for the I-15 corridor well-preceded the incorporation of the City, as well

as the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project ("RTRP") proposal, which now threatens to physically

restrict and economically undermine key development sites along the corridor.

The California Public Utilities Commission ("CPUC") is currently processing Application No. A.15-04-013

filed by Southern California Edison ("SCE") for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the

RTRP, a joint infrastructure project with Riverside Public Utilities ("RPU"). RPU previously prepared an

Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") in 2012 for the RTRP based on a proposed alignment for the project

that directly impacts nine different development sites along the I-15 corridor and adjacent properties.

The EIR, however, did not adequately address the physical or economic impacts of the RTRP on existing

and future development sites. The CPUC has issued three deficiency reports as part of its review of SCE's

application. City staff has provided project descriptions and other background information about the

development projects impacted by the proposed RTRP alignment. To augment that information, the City

hired Urban Futures, Inc. ("UFI") to prepare an Economic/Fiscal Impact Analysis ("E/FIA") evaluating how

the RTRP will physically and economically constrain development along the RTRP alignment, and assessing

the short- and long-term impacts of the RTRP to the City's overall financial health.

The purpose of this E/FIA is to:

• Quantify the economic and fiscal impacts of the I-15 corridor projects to the short- and long-term

financial health and sustainability of the City's General Fund;

• Identify the probable physical and economic impacts of the proposed RTRP alignment to the I-15

corridor projects, including impacts to the market viability and development envelope of the

projects; and

• Quantify the anticipated impact of the proposed RTRP alignment to the City's General Fund in the

context of the corridor projects.

1 EC(7NOMICJFISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS: City of Juriapa Valley — RTRP Transmission Line



II. METH4D4LOGY 8r. ASSUMPTIQNS

METNGDOLOGY & DATA SOURCES

The E/FIA evaluates the anticipated future impact of the RTRP on the City's General Fund by analyzing the

constraints the RTRP places on the ability of future development projects to generate surplus revenues to

the City's General Fund. While each project is at a different stage of development planning or

construction, the E/FIA assumes that all projects will be built within a 10-year development window. The

steps taken to conduct the analysis are outlined below.

Base Date Synthesis

• Project profiles for each of the nine project sites were assembled based on available information

from City staff, the Internet, and other sources, including land use plans and entitlements {e.g.,

General Plan land use designation, zoning, specific plans), County Assessor parcel information,

and project documentation (e.g., site plans, tract maps).

• GIS mapping was utilized to define the project sites and synthesize parcel-level data, including lot

size, fiscal year 2014-15 assessed valuation, tax rate areas ("TRA"),and ownership configurations.

• TRA data from the County Auditor-Controller's web site was downloaded to determine the Cites

pro rata share of the 1% ad valorem property tax general levy generated by each project.

• Development programming for each project was defined based on entitlement approvals, specific

plans, or zoning (e.g., dwelling unit counts, building floor area, gross leasable area).

General F~.and Rec~.arring Revenues

• Assessed values based on estimated construction values (commercial and industrial), sales pricing

(single family residential), and per-unit market values (hotel and multifamily residential) were

estimated for each project using data from a 2015 market study prepared by The Concord Group.

• UFI collaborated with HdL Companies to identify tenant mix profiles, estimated taxable sales, and

estimated sales tax revenues for each commercial-retail development site. HdL Companies is

widely recognized as California's preeminent sales tax expert and is frequently contracted by cities

and counties, including the City of Jurupa Valley, to provide sales tax consulting services.

• Residential population and employment projections for each project site were estimated based

on average household size data from ESRI Business Analyst Online and building space-per-

employee data from the County of Riverside General Plan (Technical Appendix E: Build-out

Assumptions &Methodology).

• Annual and cumulative market absorption rates were defined for each land use category (e.g.,

residential, light industrial, office/business park, retail) based on population, housing, and

employment projections for Jurupa Valley (2013 Progress Report, County of Riverside Center for

Demographic Research) and a retail leakage analysis report from ESRI Business Analyst Online for

a 10-minute drive-time market area from the Sky Country Retail Center project site (11937

Limonite Avenue), just north of the existing Vernola Marketplace shopping center.

• Aland absorption schedule for each project was prepared and used to estimate year-to-year

projected General Fund recurring revenues, including property tax, sales tax, transient occupancy

tax, and property transfer tax revenues. Population and employment projections based on the
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absorption schedule were used to estimate annual per capita revenues from Franchise Fees for

Utilities and Solid Waste.

Gener~~l Fund R~r,urrir~g Expenditures

• Population and employment projections were used to estimate annual per capita General Fund

expenditures, with adjustments for operational economies of scale, for:

— General government and finance

— Development services

— Police protection

— Animal services

• UFI referred to the 2010 Comprehensive Fiscal Analysis ("CFA") prepared for the Cites

incorporation proposal to identify cost assumptions. The E/FIA uses a per capita service

population approach that factors both residents and employees based on service population of

100% residents plus 50% employees.

• Annual General Fund revenues over expenditures generated from the projects were calculated.

RTRP Impacts

• The probable physical impact of the proposed RTRP alignment to each project site was identified,

including reductions in the development envelopes from site plan reconfigurations.

• The probable economic impact of the proposed RTRP alignment to retail sites reliant on freeway-

oriented signs was factored into the analysis.

• The net impact of the RTRP on annual General Fund revenues over expenditures generated from

the projects was calculated.

GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS

General assumptions used to prepare this E/FIA are outlined below. More specific detailed revenue and

cost assumptions are provided in later sections of this report.

• Constant 2015 dollars were used to estimate future values, revenues, and expenditures.

• Population projections for future residents were based

on an average household size of 3.83 persons per 
TABLE II-A

T ,+m _ h ~~4~'~'

household for single family homes. For the 397-unit t, ~ r~Y , ,° `~' ,

Vernola Marketplace Apartment Community, a blended ~~`~~€~~'`~y` #̀~ ' o - :.~ n- , r ~t£~o c

factor of 2.61 persons per household was used based an '~'` f ̀ .:~;~ ~~~;

assumed unit size mix of one-third one-bedroom units, 
Commercial Retail 500

one-third two-bedroom units, and one-third three- Commercial Tourist 500
bedroom units. _ _

• Employment projections for industrial and commercial 
Light Industrial 1,030

uses were based on employment density (square feet Business Park 600
per employee) estimates for different land uses. See

Table 11=A for employment densities for Commercial Source: County of Riverside General Plan,
Appendix E: Socioeconomic Build-out

Retail, Commercial TOUfISt, ~Ight Industrial, and Projections Assumptions&Methodology

Business Park uses.
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A 10-year build-out schedule for the nine projects was based on demand projections for

residential, commercial, and industrial uses using demographic projections and market research

data.
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1 ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1

RTRP PATH

The proposed RTRP path is more than 11 miles in length with approximately four miles of the alignment

running through portions of the City where key development projects will be impacted by the RTRP. See

Exhibit III-A on the following page for a map of the pathway and the projects impacted by the RTRP. The

required right-of-way ("ROW"j for a 230 kV overhead transmission line is 100 feet in width. No buildings

may be sited within the ROW. While this E/FIA analyzes the direct and indirect impacts of the 100-foot

ROW on future development sites, it is important to note that a larger "fall zone" for the RTRP is likely to

impact property values beyond the 100-foot ROW.

PROJECT DE5CRIPTIQI~S

This E/FIA analyzes the impacts of the RTRP on nine development project sites (see Exhibit III-A on Page

6}. In addition to new development projects, this E/FIA also assumes that the RTRP's path along the

frontage of the I-15 freeway will likely impact the performance of the existing Vernola Marketplace

shopping center, as described later in this report. The nine new development projects total approximately

591 acres of developable land that are in different stages of planning, entitlement, or development. The

E/FIA assumes a 10-year build-out horizon for 1,269 single family dwelling units, 379 multifamily dwelling

units, more than 2 million square feet of light industrial and business park uses, and 531,40b square feet

of commercial retail/tourist uses, including two community shopping centers, two 100-room hotels, and

a gas station. A summary table of each of the nine projects (Table III-A) is provided on Page 7. The projects

are listed in geographic order based on the north-to-south travel of the RTRP path, as shown on the map

in Exhibit III-A.
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EXHIBIT III-A

dam,,, ~ n tu.Cinlivano~#tanoi~•Rd _
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.:, 
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l ~~ ~ "' l-15 Corridor Projects
,,.,, ~ t, ,,.
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~'~'~ ~ 2: Tumleaf .r

f ~` ~ ~ ~~~~~ ~~ 3: Thoroughbred Farm
k ~ Business Park

;;
i . ; 4: V~rnola Residential West _, ,,

~'~~=~~~~~~~~ _ ~ _ __ ~ , 5: Sky Country Industrial Park
1''(~Ft(~ ;'AT{~1 ~ 

.t 
i ~.

_ ~ 5 i ~ 6: Sky Country Retail GEn#er

,~ • ~~ ~~ ~ "`°""'°' "~ 7: Vernola Industrial Park~~
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Absorption Schedule

As described previously, this E/FIA assumes that build-out of the nine projects will occur over a 10-year

timeframe between fiscal years 2016-17 and 2025-26. UFI used a combination of demographic

projections and market research (see Appendix A) to develop the year-to-year absorption schedule for

the different land uses proposed to be developed within the study area. See Tables III-C and III-D on the

following pages for absorption schedules for residential and industrial/business park/retail uses.

8 6CON(7MIC/FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS: City ofi .IG~rupa Valley — RTRP Transmission Line



T
A
B
L
E
 I

II
-
C

R
E
S
I
d
E
N
T
I
A
L
 A
B
S
O
R
P
T
I
O
N

P
R
O
J
E
C
T
 

S
T
A
T
U
S

H
a
r
m
o
n
y
 T
ra
il
s 

Tr
ac

t 
M
a
p

T
u
r
n
l
e
a
f
 

Co
ns
tr
uc
ti
on

V
e
r
n
o
l
a
 W
e
s
t
 

Z
o
n
e
d

V
e
r
n
o
l
a
 

Fu
ll
y 
En

ti
tl

ed
A
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
t
s

M
a
s
s
 G
ra
di
n 

/

U
N
I
T
S
 

2
0
1
6
-
1
7
 

2
0
1
7
-
1
8
 

2
0
1
8
-
1
9
 

2
0
1
9
-
2
0
 

2
0
2
0
.
2
1
 

2
0
2
1
-
2
2
 

2
0
2
2
-
2
3
 

2
0
2
3
-
2
4
 

2
0
2
4
-
2
5
 

2
4
2
5
-
2
6
 

T
O
T
A
L

1
7
6
 

0
 

5
0
 

5
0
 

5
0
 

2
6
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

1
7
6

1
1
1
 

4
0
 

4
0
 

3
1
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

1
1
1

5
1
6
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

5
0
 

8
5
 

8
5
 

8
5
 

8
5
 

8
5
 

4
1
 

5
1
6

3
9
7
 

0
 

0
 

1
3
5
 

1
3
5
 

1
2
7
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

3
9
7

R
i
v
e
r
b
e
n
d
 

Ut
il
it
ie
s 

9
 

4
6
6
 

5
0
 

8
5
 

8
5
 

8
5
 

8
5
 

7
6
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

4
6
6

A
N
N
U
A
L
 N
E
W
 U
N
I
T
S
 

1
,
6
6
6
 

9
0
 

1
7
5
 

3
8
1
 

3
2
0
 

3
2
3
 

1f
i1

 
8
5
 

8
5
 

8
5
 

4
1
 

1
,
5
6
6

M
a
x
.
 A
n
n
u
a
l
A
b
s
o
r
p
f
i
o
n
 

4
1
5
 

4
1
5
 

4
1
5
 

4
1
5
 

4
4
0
 

4
4
0
 

4
4
0
 

4
4
0
 

4
4
0
 

4
4
0

C
U
M
U
L
A
T
I
V
E
 N
E
W
 U
N
I
T
S

9
0
 

2f
i5
 

5
&
6
 

8
8
6
 

1
,
2
0
9
 

1
,
3
7
0
 

1
,
4
5
5
 

1
,
5
4
0
 

1
,
6
2
5
 

1,
6f

i6

S
 

E
C
Q
i
V
d
M
1
C
/
F
I
S
C
A
L
 
I
M
P
A
C
T
 
A
N
A
L
Y
5
1
5
:
 
C
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
J
u
r
u
p
a
 
V
a
l
l
e
y
 
—
 
R
T
R
P
 
T
r
a
n
s
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
L
i
n
e



T
A
B
L
E
 I

II-
d

L
I
G
H
T
 I
N
D
U
S
T
R
I
A
L
/
B
U
S
I
N
E
S
S
 P
A
R
K
/
R
E
T
A
I
L

A
B
S
O
R
P
T
I
O
N

P
R
O
J
E
C
T
 

S
T
A
T
U
S
 

L
A
N
D
 U
S
E
 

S
F
 

20
1f
i-
17
 

20
17
-1
8 

20
18
-1
9 

20
19
-2
Q 

20
2U
-2
1 

20
21
-2
2 

20
22
-2
3 

20
23
-2
4 

20
24
-2
5 

20
25
-2
fi
 

T
O
T
A
L

Li
gh
t 

g~
7,
59
2 

S:
iU
,1
5u
 

1£
30
,8
06
 

20
6,
63
6 

5
 ~ x

,5
92

In
du
st
ri
al

Bu
si
ne
ss
 

X
9
8 
5
~
 

26
4,
00
2 

33
4,
50
2 

59
8,
50
4

Th
or
ou
gh
br
ed
 

Fu
ll
y 

Pa
rk

F
a
r
m
Bu
si
ne
ss
 

_ 
W_
_.
__
..
_~
__
..
._
~e
__
__
__
~.
~e
,.
.a
e.
_m
__
__
._
_.
_.
n~
_.
ti
..
_.
..
..
_.
_.
._
_.
_.
,a
.,
.~
..
._
__
~.
_ 

_ 
__
_.
 

m.
._
_.
._
._
__
__
__
_a
e.
~.
,.
__
._
__
~.
_.
._
..
..
~

Pa
rk
 

En
ti
tl
ed
 

Co
mm
er
ci
aU
 

w~
 Y
W 

~ 
v

Re
ta
il
 

12
9,
63
5 

12
9,
63
5 

12
9,
63
5

To
ur
is
t/
 

~ ~
2

 2
~ ~

 
11
2,
21
1 

11
2,
21
1

Co
mm
er
ci
al

-7
3 
Co
rr
id
or
: 

Li
 
ht

S
k
y
 C
ou
nt
ry
 

Z
o
n
e
d
 

In
d s

tr
ia
) 

36
3,
38
4 

18
1,
fi
92
 

18
1,
69
2 

36
3,
38
4

In
du
st
ri
al
 P
ar
k

Co
mm
er
ci
aU
 

28
9,
56
0

i-
15
 C
or
ri
do
r:
 

R
e~

i~ 
28
9,
56
0 

11
4,
78
0 

11
4,
78
0

S
k
y
Co
un
tr
y 

Z
o
n
e
d
 

--
__
 _ 

_ 
_ ~
_
 _
 __

_.
 

_
~
 

_
_
_
_
.
~
 

~.
_.
..
._
..
. 
__
-_
~_
_.
__
_ 

_~
__
 

_ _
 _

 _
_
 __

__
__
._
..
_.
_.
._
 _
 

.
 _
 _
 

.
 _ 
_ 
__
._
 __

. _
.
~
~
 .

Re
ta
il
 C
en
te
r 

Ho
te
l 

60
,8
94
 

60
,8
94
 

6
fl~
8~

Ve
rn
ol
a 
~
~
 

Z
o
n
e
d
 

in
du
st
ri
al
 

X6
2,
32
3 

1&
2,
32
3 

16
2,
32
3

In
du
st
ri
al
 P
ar
k 

Pa
rk

A
N
N
U
A
L
 N
E
W
 S
F
 

2,
63
4,
19
2 

4
 

53
0,
15
0 

58
9,
58
8 

92
8,
59
4 

45
fi
,2
26
 

12
9,
63
5 

0
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

2,
fi
34
,1
92

_.~
...

 .
_.
..
 _
_.
. 

_.
_.
_.
, _

 
.w
_.
_.
 

~~ 
_ 
.
-
 

e.
w_
_.
_ 

~ 
.,r

.e~
. 

__
 _
_.
__
. 

__
._
. 

...
 
__
__
 
..
._
 
__
_ 

__
_.
_ 

._
._
,.
 ~

,..
 _ 

_._
_ 

..
..
_.
__
. 
, 

__
 

~ .
 _
__
~ 

_..
__.

.

Es
t.
 A
nn
ua
l 
Ab
so
rp
ti
on
 

0
 

53
D,
15
0 

18
0,
80
6 

38
8,
32
8 

34
4,
Q1
5 

Q
 

0
 

0
 

Q
 

0
 

7,
44
3,
29
9

In
du
st
ri
al

M
a
x
.
 A
nn
ua
t 
Ab
so
rp
ti
on
 

70
6,
45
1 

70
6,
45
1 

70
6,
45
1 

70
6,
45
1 

51
5,
79
7 

51
5,
79
7 

51
5,
79
7 

51
5,
79
7 

51
5,
79
7 

51
5,
79
7

__
 
_
_
_
_
 .
 _.

 _
.
 _ 

_ 
_.
__
__
._
. 

__
 _

__
..
._
 
_
 _
 

~_
__
._
 ,

_ ,
._
__
~ 

__
_.
_.
 
m
-
-
 

_ _
__
._
 

__
__
_~
_ 

__
__
_,
 

_._
._ 

--
--
--
- 

_
 

__
__
. 

~._
.~.

, ,

Es
t.
 A
nn
ua
l 
Ab
so
rp
ti
on
 

0
 

0
 

26
4,
OD
2 

33
4,
50
2 

0
 

Q
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

59
8,
5Q
4

Bu
si
ne
ss
 P
a
r
k

M
a
x
.
 A
nn
ua
l 
Ab
so
rp
ti
on
 

39
1,
68
0 

39
1,
68
0 

39
1,
68
0 

39
1,
68
D 

28
5,
97
5 

28
5,
97
5 

28
5,
97
5 

28
5,
97
5 

28
5,
97
5 

28
5,
97
5

~.
._
w_
 .
 m 

_~
. 
_h
..
M 

_~
__
 ~
 .

 
__
._
_v
 ~
.e
~.
.~
e 
__
.~
 _
.r
 
.
 _ 

~.
__
__
~ 

__
._
.e
.~
 

_ 
~ 

_._
 

~_~
 ~
._
 

_ 
_
 w

 ~
.~
 e 

..
e,
~_
 

~
 °
e«
 .
 
__
 _

Es
t.
 A
nn
ua
lA
bs
or
pf
io
n 

0
 

0
 

14
4,
78
0 

?4
4,
78
0 

11
2,
21
1 

?2
9,
63
5 

0
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

53
1,
40
6

C
o
m
m
e
r
c
i
a
l

Cu
mu
la
ti
ve
 R
et
ai
l P

ot
en
ti
al
 

54
6,
32
1 

54
6,
32
1 

54
6,
32
1 

40
1,
54
7 

25
6,
76
1 

14
4,
55
D 

14
,9
95
 

14
,9
75
 

74
,9
75
 

14
,9
15

C
U
M
U
L
A
T
I
V
E
 N
E
W
 C
O
M
M
E
R
C
I
A
L
-
I
N
D
U
S
T
R
I
A
L
 S
F
 

0
 

53
0,
15
0 

1,
11
9,
73
8 

2,
04
8,
33
2 

2,
50
4,
55
7 

2,
63
4,
19
2 

2,
63
4,
19
2 

2,
63
4,
19
2 

2,
fi
34
,t
92
 

2,
63
4,
19
2

1
0
 

E
C
O
f
U
O
M
i
C
(
F
I
S
C
A
L
 
I
M
P
A
C
T
 
A
N
A
L
Y
S
I
S
:
 C
i
t
y
 
o
f
 J
u
r
u
p
a
 
V
a
E
l
e
y
 -
 
R
T
R
P
 
T
r
a
n
s
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 .
L
i
n
e



Tex Rate Arias

The projects overlap four different tax rate areas ("TRA") which determine the pro rata share of property

tax revenues generated from each project that the City will receive. Table III-E below identifies the TRA(s)

that each project is located in.

TABLE 111-E
CITY SHARE OF 1% PR(}PERTY TAX REVENUE

.'.,f :~?_:- ~ ~ ~'~AX RATE AREA

,~.~r,t~~~sd'~~,h 4.~~a~e~~
Map
Ref # Project Name 7.044153% 7,044153°/a 5.995154%

1 Harmony Trails

2 Turnleaf
_ _ __

3 Thoroughbred Farm Business Park
_ _ _ __ __

4 I-15 Corridor: Vernola Residential West

5 I-15 Corridor: Sky Country Industrial Park

6 I-15 Corridor: Sky Country Retail Center

7 I-15 Corridor: Vernola Industrial Park ~

8 Vernola Marketplace Apartment Community ~ ~/

9 i Riverbend ~ ~

Pc>K7ulation & Empl~yrnen~

5.995154%

1~

1~

Population and employment projections provide the basis for per capita General Fund revenue and

expenditure projections. Consistent with the absorption schedules described previously, population

projections for residential projects are based on a household size factor. For single family residential, a

household size of 3.83 persons per household is assumed. For the Vernola Marketplace Apartment

Community, an average household size of 2.61 persons per household is assumed based on a balanced

mix of one-, two-, and three-bedroom units throughout the project's 397 proposed units. Table III-F

provides population projections for each residential project.

Employment projections for light industrial, business park, and retail uses are based on an employment

density factor as described in the Methodology &Assumptions section of this report. Table III-G provides

employment projections for each commercial/industrial project.
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IV. ECONOMIC/FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS:
NO RTRP SCENARICJ

Annual General Fund revenue and expenditure projections for the nine development projects were

initially prepared under a "No RTRP" scenario based on the project descriptions outlined in Section III of

this report. Key revenue and expenditure assumptions used to prepare the projections are outlined

below. Also refer to the Appendix for detailed revenue and expenditure calculations and forecasts.

I<EY ASSUMPTIaR1S

Revenue Assumptions

• Property Tax Revenues: Ad valorem property tax revenues are based on the City's share of the

1% general levy and projected assessed valuations for each project using estimates for home

prices, per unit value of multifamily apartments, per room value of hotel, and per square foot

built values of light industrial, business park, and retail projects. Pricing and value estimates for

all uses, except hotel, are based on a July 22, 2015 market analysis prepared by The Concord

Group for multiple real estate development projects in the area. For hotels, the E/FIA uses a

room-rate multiplier valuation approach that assumes property value is worth 1,000 times the

hotel's average daily rate ("ADR") on a per-room basis.

• Sales Tax Revenues: Sales tax revenues for retail uses are based on estimated annual taxable

sales generated by each retail industry included in the tenant mix programming for each retail

shopping center. HdL Companies used its expertise of the local and regional retail market in the

trade area to assist in the development of the tenant mix assumptions for each retail site,

including gross leasable area ("GLA") estimates and average taxable sales per square foot

estimates. This E/FIA assumes that 1.00% of taxable sales is allocated to the City in sales tax

revenues.

• Transient Occupancy Tax Revenues: Transient Occupancy Tax ("TOT") revenues are based on the

City's TOT rate of 10%. The E/FIA assumes that two suite hotels without food and beverage will

be developed in the Sky Country Retail Center and Thoroughbred Farm Business Park with

estimated average daily rates of $133 and occupancy rates of 60%. ADR and occupancy rate

assumptions are based on market data from "Trends in the Hotel Industry" USA Edition 2015,

published by PKF Hospitality Research, for the Mountain and Pacific market division, with

adjustments for the local market area.

• Property Transfer Tax Revenues: The City receives $0.55 per $1,000 of assessed valuation of real

property transferred each year. Consistent with the 2010 CFA, a 3.5% annual turnover rate was

used to estimate transfer tax revenues that would be generated from the projects, based on

annual assessed valuation projections.

• Franchise Fee Revenues: Annual franchise fees for utilities and solid waste were estimated based

on a per capita allocation that factored both residents and 50% of employees. Please refer to the

"Expenditures Assumptions" section below for more discussion about the E/FIA's use of a "service

population" approach to revenue/cost allocations.

• Motor Vehicle License Fee-Related Revenues: SB 89 (Chapter 35, Statutes of 2011) took effect

on July 1, 2011, the same date as the effective date of the City's incorporation. SB 89 shifted

Vehicle License Fee ("VLF") and Property Tax In-Lieu of VLF revenues from cities to law

enforcement grants and crippled newly incorporated cities like Jurupa Valley who were relying on
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the statutory boost in these VLF revenues to sustain the City during its transitional years of

cityhood. VLF-related revenues have not been restored to Jurupa Valley. Therefore, the E/FIA

does not include projections for VLF-related revenues.

Expene~itures nssurnptions

Service Population: Rather than allocating service costs on a per capita basis that only factors

residential populations served, the E/FIA recognizes that employees that work in the City generate

service demands and benefit from public services funded by the General Fund. Where

appropriate, the E/FIA calculates per capita costs based on 100% of the residential population

plus 50% of the employment population. This is a generally accepted industry standard for fiscal

impact analyses. In addition, the E/FIA recognizes that the addition of one new resident or

employee does not create direct impacts to service levels and costs for all city operations, as

further discussed below.

• General Government &Finance: General Government &Finance includes operational General

Fund budgetary costs for City Council, City Attorney, City Manager, Administration, City Clerk,

Finance, and non-departmental functions. The E/FIA assumes that adding new service

populations marginally increases costs for the City's General Government &Finance operations

by 50% rather than 100%.

Development Services: Development Services includes Development Services/Engineering,

Planning, Building &Safety, Code Enforcement, and Engineering/Public Works. Based on

discussions with City staff, the E/FIA assumes 70% cost recovery from filing and processing fees.

The remaining 30% cost to the General Fund is allocated to the projects based on a service

population of 100% residents plus 50% employees.

Police Protection: Police protection services are contractually provided by the Riverside County

Sheriff. There have been significant increases in contractual costs for police services since the

City's incorporation. While the E/FIA revenue/expenditure projections hold these contractual

costs constant in 2015 dollars, additional sensitivity analysis is provided in later sections of this

report to address cost increases for major service expenditures like police. Expenditures for police

services are estimated by applying the City's existing sworn officer-to-service population ratio

(0.44 sworn officer per 1,000 residents plus 50% employees) to the project, and allocating costs

based on an average cost per sworn officer ($323,331).

Fire Protection: Fire protection services in the City are provided by the Riverside County Fire

Department and CAL FIRE. County Fire's structural fire fund permanently receives an allocation

of property tax revenues in the study area that is on par with the City's share. The City also pays

approximately $165,000 to CAl FIRE each year for wildland fire protection services. Given the

urban nature of the proposed projects, the E/FIA assumes that there will be no fire protection

costs to the City, including any additional costs for wildland fire protection. It is important to note,

however, that construction of an additional fire station to serve the new projects will be required

at some future stage of development of the I-15 corridor. Based on prior discussions between

City staff and the Riverside County Fire Department, the City's General Fund could face up to $1.6

million in new annual operating costs for a new fire station. While the E/FIA does not include

these expenditures since they are still speculative, the magnitude of these potential operating

costs warrants discussion since it would place even greater stress on the General Fund and the

City's existing reserves.

Revenue Neutrality Payments: The City's Revenue Neutrality Agreement with the County of

Riverside establishes a tiered payment plan based on total property tax and sales tax revenues

the City receives. The City's initial payments are a flat $1,900,000 annually until fiscal year 2017-

15 CCONOMICJFISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS: City of Jurupa Valley — RTRP Transmission Line



18, when specified performance targets for property tax and sales tax revenues are established.

As the City hits those targets, the revenue neutrality payment is based on a sliding scale

percentage of the City's total property tax and sales tax revenues. For example, beginning in fiscal

year 2017-18, if the City receives more than $15,840,000 in property tax and sales tax revenues,

the payment formula switches from a flat $1,900,000 annual payment to 16% of total property

tax and sales tax revenues. The percentage formula increases as the City hits higher revenue

targets. Due to the City's fiscal crisis from the takeaway of VLF revenues, the County agreed to

defer revenue neutrality payments for three fiscal years. Payments resume in fiscal year 2016-

17. The E/FIA does not allocate revenue neutrality expenditures to the projects until the projects'

generation of property tax and sales tax revenues triggers new payment tiers, at which time a pro

rata share of the City's entire annual revenue neutrality payment is allocated to the projects based

on the projects' share of the City's total property tax and sales tax revenues.

FISCAL IMPACT AN/~LYSIS

Table IV-A on the following page provides a 10-year build-out projection of General Fund recurring

revenues and expenditures based on the assumptions outlined above. The E/FIA's residential, industrial,

and commercial absorption schedules assume that residential, light industrial, and business park uses will

be constructed during the first two fiscal years (FY 2016-17 and 2017-18) with retail construction along

the I-15 frontage (Sky Country Retail Center) beginning in Year 3 (FY 2018-19) and hotel construction (Sky

Country Retail Center) beginning in Year 4 (FY 2019-20). In the absence of sales tax and TOT generating

uses during the first two years of operation to offset service costs, a modest General Fund operating deficit

is projected.

Police protection costs present the largest General Fund expenditure. Police and other operating

expenditures are held in constant 2015 dollars. Based an historical trends of contract cost increases

during the past four fiscal years, additional spikes in service costs in future years are likely. It should also

be noted that, while the E/FIA projects healthy sales tax revenues in the future, the City's Revenue

Neutrality Agreement with the County will offset a significant portion of the financial benefit the City will

receive as the City continues to address its ongoing budget deficit. Even in the absence of the RTRP,

market conditions will need to continue to favor the City and the Inland Empire 1-15 corridor to ensure

that sales tax and TOT generating uses will be supportable and able to improve the City's economic and

fiscal outlook in the future.
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V. ECQNOMIC/FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS:

RTRP SCENARIOS

The E/FIA analyzes the impact of the proposed RTRP path on the nine projects and the City's overall fiscal

outlook. As shown in Table V-A, the impact of the RTRP on sales tax generating uses will be particularly

critical to the City's General Fund health. This E/FIA addresses: (1) the physical impact of the RTRP to the

development envelope of the nine project sites; and (2) the economic impact of the RTRP to the assessed

valuation of properties that are exposed to the RTRP but are not directly eliminated by the RTRP's path.

f<EY ASSUMPTIC?NS

Residential Property Values

Prior statistical analysis evaluating the economic impact of overhead high voltage transmission facilities

have focused primarily on residential property values. On April 14, 2012, the Subcommittee on Insurance,

Housing, and Community Opportunity of the Congressional Committee on Financial Services held a special

field hearing on "The Impact of Overhead High Voltage Transmission Towers and Lines on Eligibility for

Federal Housing Administration (FHA) Insured Mortgage Programs." The meeting was held in the Council

Chambers of Chino Hills City Hall and focused on the proposed SCE overhead high voltage transmission

line through the City of Chino Hills as part of the Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project ("TRTP").

Witnesses opposed to the project argued that, once the transmission towers for the project were erected,

sales comparisons indicated that average sales prices in the affected residential areas dropped by 17.2

percent as shown below.

TABLE V-A

TRTP IfUIPACT ON SINGLE FAMILY HOME SALES IN CHINO HILLS

6 ~w3~{. }` ..y, 
f rol~ ̀ 1 (~ t sl ~µ ~ ~pY y 'G£ 1'"~, dj4

.] 
.... 6 . ~ 

"~ 
~, ~ ~,,.~,.w,,......Lw i .. ., 7 ~. 6.r. ~ U:,.

6 Months Prior to Tower 331 $ 509,000 - -
Construction

10 Months Following 426 $ 421,452 $ (87,548) (17.2%)
Tower Construction

This is consistent with a July 22, 2015 market study prepared byThe Concord Group ("TCG") that estimates

a 15%a depreciation in residential property values due to proximity or exposure to overhead high voltage

transmission lines. TCG reviewed the comparable sales prices of homes exposed and not exposed to

transmission lines in three communities: Santa Clarita, CA; San Gabriel, CA; and Seattle, WA. The discount

in the comparable sales prices of exposed homes averaged 18.2%.

This E/FIA assumes a 17.0% discount in residential assessed values due to exposure to the proposed RTRP.

Ind~astrialJBi.asiness Park I'r~p~rty V~~lues

Based on a 2005 article published by the International Right of Way Association analyzing the impact of

overhead high voltage transmission towers and lines on industrial properties, the E/FIA does not discount

property values of the industrial/business park elements of the nine projects in the RTRP path.
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Retail F~roperfiic~s sand Sales Tax Generation

Similar to industrial properties, the E/FIA does not discount property values of the retail elements of the

Sky Country Retail Center and Thoroughbred Farm Business Park. Instead, the E/FIA focuses on potential

constraints the RTRP will pose to site planning and signage, particularly freeway-oriented signs along the

-15 corridor. The most significant impact is anticipated for the Sky Country Retail Center site located on

the northwest quadrant of Limonite Avenue and the I-15 freeway. The impacts to this project are further

described below.

RTRP IMPACT TU SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT

Scope of Develo~rnent: Sky Country Retail Center

The RTRP's most significant impact to project performance and development is its anticipated impacts to

the Sky Country Retail Center site. Given the scale and scope of the existing community shopping centers

on the northwest and southeast quadrants, the ability of the local market to support a third shopping

center at the Sky Country Retail Center location requires product diversification to offer consumers new

retail choices beyond what is already abundantly offered in the immediate trade area. As such, the E/FIA

has assumed that the Sky Country Retail Center would be developed as a "lifestyle Center," offering

consumers a tenant mix within 289,560 square feet of gross leasable area focused on "national-chain

specialty stores with dining and entertainment in an outdoor setting,i1 and delivering a 100-room suite

h ote I.

To build a Lifestyle Center and hotel at this location, ideal site characteristics and economic conditions

must exist. The RTRP is a direct threat to the Sky Country Retail Center's ability to perform due to the

reduction in lot size, constraints to site planning, the aesthetic impact of the transmission towers and

lines, and the RTRP ROW's impact on the location and visibility offreeway-oriented signage for the center.

Based on these limitations, the E/FIA assumes that, in order for the retail project to be market viable and

economically feasible, the project would need to be downgraded in classification, size, scope, and

performance from a "Lifestyle Center" to a "Neighborhood Center," as classified by ICSC, and the hotel

element would be eliminated. The E/FIA assumes that the remaining 21-acre balance of the property will

be developed as industrial park to expand the footprint of the Sky Country Industrial Park site immediately

to the north.

Key differences between the two classifications ofshopping centers are outlined below.

TABLE V-B
ICSC U.S. SHOPPING CENTER CLASSIFICATIONS

~ a .~ f i~ll~~ ! J 1~~ `M s ~j~ rig i~.P b i~ ~ ~~t ~ F S~~R}1 ~~[ Xyci ~eS r ,Y

Concept National-chain specialty stores Convenience-oriented
with dining and entertainment in
an outdoor setting

Average Building Size 333,411 SF 71,938 SF

Acreage Range 10 - 40 acres 3 - 5 acres
_ __

Typical Types of Anchors Large format upscale specialty Supermarket

Trade Area Size $ - 12 miles 3 miles

1 U.S. Shopping-Center Classification and Characteristics, International Council of Shopping Centers, August 2015
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The E/FIA further assumes that the Sky Country Retail Center will perform at 75% productivity in taxable

sales due to the impact of the RTRP ROW on the location and visibility offreeway-oriented signage for the

project. This is consistent with Institute of Transportation Engineers ("ITE") trip generation estimates for

pass-by trips, or impulse stops, for different land uses, as documented in a 2001 study prepared for the

U.S. Small Business Administration -- "SIGNS: Showcasing Your Business on the Street -The Importance of

Signage for Your Business." According to the study, ITE trip generation statistics estimate that 25% of all

stops by shoppers at shopping centers between 100,000 and 400,000 square feet are attributable to

impulse stops. This percentage goes up to 35% for shopping centers smaller than 100,000 square feet.

The E/FIA assumes that the RTRP will impact the number of impulse stops at the Sky Country Retail Center

due to reduced freeway visibility and exposure from the increased setback east of the RTRP ROW, away

from the I-15 freeway, and ROW restrictions on signage and wayfinding.

Table V-C presents the net change in annual General Fund property tax and sales tax revenues resulting

from the RTRP's impact on the Sky Country Retail Center.

TABLE V-C
RTRP IMPACTS TO SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT: SKY CQUNTRY RETAIL CENTER

~ ~ r
~ ~ 4~ Ik b~ ac y ~~{ ? ~~}~ 

~Y~~'r U~t ~, - s

~~1 ~ }: k a ~3i

WITHOUT RTRP WITH RTRP NET CHANGE

Neighborhood
Land Use /Shopping Center Classification Lifestyle Center Center +Industrial

Park
_ _ __ __ __ __ _

Retail SF 289,560 SF 79,400 SF - 210,160 SF
__

Hotel Rooms 100 Rooms 0 Rooms - 100 Rooms
__ __.

Industrial Park SF 0 SF 320,166 SF + 320,166 SF
_ _ _ __ _ .

Annual General Fund Property Tax Revenue $ 48,768 $ 36,139 $ (12,629)
_.. _ _ _ .

Annual General Fund Sales Tax Revenue 515,355 82,729 (432,626)
__ _ _ _.

Annual General Fund TOT Revenue 291,270 - (291,270)

TOTAL $ 855,393 $ 118,868 $ (736,526)
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Sccape ofi Qevelcapm~nt: All Projects

Table V-D provides a summary of the anticipated impacts of the RTRP on the nine projects, including: (1)

direct impacts of the RTRP's 100-foot ROW width on lot size, building square footage, and dwelling unit

counts; and (2) indirect impacts of the RTRP on property values and retail product performance.

TABLE V-D
RTRP IMPACTS TO SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT: ALL PROJECTS

,, . a ~ ,,

- - -- ~~ x t;ti ~ , ~. I ~, 
_ ,

e Y, ~'~Llf :',Tiff ~1

... 2 r ~ ~ ~
~~

1 Harmony Trails 
Single Famil; ~~6 DU 674 176 DU 674
Residential

2 Turnleaf 
Single Family 111 DU 425 111 DU 425
Residential

Business Park 598,504 SF 998 598,504 SF 900

light Industrial 917,592 SF 891 917,592 SF 778

3 Thoroughbred Farm Commercial/Retail 129,635 SF 259 129,635 SF 259
Business Park

Tourist/Commercial 112,211 SF 224 112,211 SF 224

Total 1,757,942 SF 2,372 1,757,942 SF 2,162

4 1-15 Corridor: Vernola Single Family 516 DU 1,976 484 DU 1,854
Residential West Residential

f-15 Corridor: Sky
5 Country Industrial Industrial Park 363,384 SF 353 646,960 SF 628

Park

Scenic Highway
Commercial

s I-15 Corridor: Sky
Country Retail Center Hotel

Total

7 I-15 Corridor: Vernola industrial Park
Industrial Park

Vernola Marketplace Multifamily
8 Apartment Residential

Community

9 Riverbend 
Single Family
Residential

Total DUs !
Residents

Total SF /
Employees

289,560 SF 579 79,400 SF 159

60,984 S F 122 0 S F 0

350,544 SF 701 79,400 SF 159

162,323 SF 158 54,108 SF 53

397 DU 1,036 182 DU 475

466 DU 1,785

1,6&6 DU 5,II96

360 DU 1,379

1,313 DU 4,807

2,634,192 SF 3,584 2,538,409 SF 3,001
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~I~ : '~

Job creation continues to be a major economic development goal of the City as the regional economy

continues to recover from the recession. As shown in Table V-D, in addition to generating new revenue

streams to the City, an important economic outcome of the projects is the creation of 3,584 new jobs for

the region, ranging from part-time service jobs at retail centers to full-time executive jobs in active

employment centers. As shown in Table V-E, Jurupa Valley has a deficit of 4,000 jobs, with the highest

unemployment rate (8.5%) in the region. The reduced scope of development created by the RTRP would

result in the loss of 583 permanent jobs that are sorely needed in the local community and the region.

TABLE V-E
MONTHLY LABOR FORCE DATA {OCT 2015 —PRELIMINARY)

F ~° :; c ~i

~a 
~a~'t~v~~~~ ''~ 4~~~~,°~k

.-.

Jurisdiction Number Rate

Riverside County 67,000 6.5%
_ __ _ __.

Chino 1,800 4.7%

Corona 4,000 5.1

Eastvale 1,400 4.4°/a
__ __

Fontana 6,300 6.7%

Jurupa Valley 4,000 8.5%
_ _ _.. _ .

Ontario 5,100 6.2%

Rancho Cucamonga 4,200 4.6%

Riverside, City 9,300 6.2%

Source: California Employment Development Department

RTRP IMPACT TO CITY GENCRAL FUND REVENUES 8c

EXPCNDITURES

Sr,en~ric> #2: RTRP

Based on the reduced scope of development resulting from the RTRP's direct impacts to the projects, and

based on reductions in property values and retail performance due to exposure to the RTRP and its ROW

restrictions, an updated 10-year build-out projection of General Fund recurring revenues and

expenditures was prepared. Please refer to Table V-F on the following page.
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Exhibit V-A illustrates projected annual net General Fund revenues over expenditures generated by the

projects with and without the RTRP. The impact of the RTRP on the Sky Country Retail Center is shown

by the prolonged net General Fund deficit generated by the projects until sales tax and TOT revenues are

generated by new retail and hotel uses in the Thoroughbred Farm Business Park.

EXHIBIT V-R
-15 Corridor Projecfs: (Vet GF Revenues Over Expenditures

$1,40b,000

$x,200;000 _ _ _.

$1.000.000

$800,OQ0 _ _ _
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$4OQ,000 _ _

$200,000 _ _

S-

-$200.000 _ _ __ _ __

'1 'b g O ~ `h D~ ~ ~o

Without F2TRP With RTRP

Table V-F on the following page provides 10-year totals of revenues and expenditures with and without

the RTRP, including the net change in the 10-year totals of revenues and expenditures. Over the 10-year

time period, the City stands to lose approximately $3.8 million in surplus revenues generated by the

projects if the RTRP is built along the currently proposed path.
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TABLE V-F
RTRP IMPACT AT PRQJECT BUILD-OUT —SCENARIO #2 (2015$)

' 
{ ~ ~ ~'' t o i~ e 9}~a a` ~ wi j ~~ a ~ f ~ ~ ~k ~ .~ ~'~' r

I ~ ~ . ~ i ~- 7~ ~ IL~~~ ~. ~( f~ ~ ~ 1 rKf~y ~.~ tjs~~ (~ j
& ~_. .~.... _,uY~.. _....r _ _ _cf_..~.' ~ ..,.., ts.~,,.c.a 1"9~~ _.lL :v9 uhf]

WITHOUT RTRP WITH RTRP NET CHANGE.

GENERAL FUND RECURRING REVENUES

General Property Tax 
_ _.. 

4,823,022 3,948,782 (874,240)....
_. _ __ _ _ _

Sales Tax' 8,769,681 5,566,349 (3,203,333)

Transient Occupancy Tax 3,786,510 1,747,620 (2,038,890)

Property Transfer Tax 150,095 120,815 (29,279)

Franchise Fees -Utilities 758,484 629,195 (129,289)
__ __ _ _-

Franchise Fees -Solid Waste 388,271 322,088 (66,184)

TOTAL 78,676,063 12,334,849 (6,341,214)

GENERAL FUND RECURRING EXPENDITURES

General Government &Finance' 630,160 522,745 (107,415)

Development Services3 879,711 729,758 (149,953)
__. _ _,.

Police Protection° 7,152,862 5,933,608 (1,219,254)
_ .__ _. __

Animal Services 310,796 257,492 (53,303)

Revenue Neutrality Payments5 2,705,859 1,693,419 (1,012,440)

TOTAL 11,679,388 9,137,022 (2,542,365)

SURPLUS 1(DEFICIT) 6,996,675 3,197,827 (3,798,848)

Calculated at 1 % of taxable sales.
Includes Cily Council, City Attorney, City Manager, Administration, City Clerk, Finance, and Non-Departmental, Assumes incremental increase of

50% versus 100% per service population.
'~ Includes Development ServiceslEngineering, Planning, Building &Safety, Code Enforcement, and Engineering/Public Works. Assumes 70% cost
recovery from fees.
° Includes Police Protection via contract with Riverside County Sheriff. Assumes 49 sworn o~cers and ratio of 0.44 sworn officers per 1,000 service
population (residents plus 50%employees). Fire protection costs for wildland protection omitted.
5 Pro rata share of revenue neutrality payment to County based on projects' share of City annual properly tax and sales tax revenues. Projects'
share triggered only when step increases in payments triggered under the Revenue Neutrality Agreement.

Sr,enario #3: RTRP + 5econdary Impacts

Although the above tables do not evaluate the direct or indirect impacts of the proposed RTRP alignment

to the "Commercial/Retail" and "Tourist/Commercial" uses located in the Thoroughbred Farm Business

Park, it is important to note that there could be secondary impacts to the market viability of those uses

resulting from the reduced scope of development from adjacent properties, particularly along the I-15

freeway. Because of the sensitivity of retail and hotel markets to adjacent uses and other economic

factors, the overall ability of the market to support the assumed tenant mix and hotel use envisioned for

the Thoroughbred Farm Business Park could significantly change. If investors believe those projects are

too risky, the property owners) would likely file an application with the City for an amendment to the

specific plan to change those uses to Light Industrial and/or Business Park uses. Particularly in the Inland
Empire, Light Industrial and Business Park uses are significantly less risky than Commercial/Retail and

Tourist/Commercial uses. Such a specific plan amendment would reduce General Fund sales tax and TOT

revenues from the Thoroughbred Farm Business Park by $924,759 annually. Table V-G on the following

page provides a 10-year build-out projection of General Fund recurring revenues and expenditures based

on this scenario. As illustrated in Table V-G, if the RTRP impairs the market viability of sales tax and TOT

generating retail and hotel development projects along the I-15 corridor, the remnant projects would

create an annual ongoing operating deficit for the City's General Fund.
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As stated earlier in this report, in addition to the nine new development projects that are proposed along
the RTRP path, the RTRP is likely to also impact the performance of the existing 382,909 square foot

Vernola Marketplace Shopping Center. Total annual sales tax revenue for the center in 2014 was
$589,460. Potential impacts of the RTRP on signage and aesthetic freeway visibility of the center from

the I-15 freeway could reduce taxable sales by 25 percent, consistent with the E/FIA's review of the

proposed Sky Country Retail Center project. This would result in an additional $147,365 reduction in

annual sales tax revenues to the City's General Fund.

ScenG~r- ic~ #4: RTRP + Police Cost Incrc-aast~s

In the prior scenarios, the E/FIA held police contract costs constant for simplicity of analysis. However,

future increases in Sheriff contract costs are expected, as has been reported in a number of recent news
articles and recent analyses conducted by a number of contract cities in Riverside County. Based on

discussions with City staff, an annual growth factor of 5% is likely and is applied to the cost-per-sworn

officer rate analyzed in Scenario #4. Table V-H illustrates the critical nature of the RTRP's impact on key

General Fund revenue-generating projects. Scenario #4 assumes no secondary impacts of the RTRP to the

retail and hotel elements of the Thoroughbred Farm Business Park project, but applies the 5% annual

growth factor to the City's police contract costs for the corridor projects. Until Thoroughbred Farm
generates significant sales tax and TOT revenues in Year 5 (FY 2020-21), the projects create a significant

General Fund operating deficit for the City during the first four years (FY 2016-17 to FY 2019-20). By Year

10 (FY 2025-26), rising police contract costs and a steadily growing service population would partially

offset the revenues generated by the Thoroughbred Farm Business Park. Any secondary impacts of the

RTRP to Thoroughbred Farm's retail and hotel projects (see Scenario #3) would severely limit the City's

financial capacity to fund core public safety services at appropriate levels of service.
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VI. SUMMARY

As a newly incorporated City, Jurupa Valley is appropriately investing in economic development activities

not to only ensure the future viability and sustainability of the local economy, but also to ensure the fiscal

solvency of the City. The loss of VLF-related revenue sources critically shrank the scope of the City's

revenue portfolio. With one less major revenue category to rely upon, the City must focus on growing its

other revenue sources, particularly property tax, sales tax, and TOT. The development projects planned

along the I-15 corridor are crucial, not only because of the breadth of development that would take place,

but also because the I-15 corridor presents the greatest opportunities for economic development

throughout the entire City. A 100-foot wide no-build-zone along the City's frontage properties along the

-15 freeway would seriously impair the ability of the City and private property owners to leverage the

City's greatest economic asset, the I-15 freeway, for the benefit of the local and regional economy, and

for the fiscal sustainability of the City.

This E/FIA evaluated future General Fund revenues and expenditures for nine key development projects

relying upon assumptions primarily based on today's fiscal and economic conditions. Additional factors

that the City and California Pubic Utilities Commission ("CPUC") should consider when reviewing the

impacts of the proposed RTRP alignment include:

• Secondary Impacts from RTRP: As described above, the potential secondary impacts of the RTRP

on the market viability of the adjacent uses, including retail and hotel uses in the Thoroughbred

Farm Business Park, could present additional fiscal impacts to the City, reducing sales tax and TOT

revenues by $924,759. The RTRP's secondary impacts to the performance of the existing Vernola

Marketplace Shopping Center could further reduce General Fund sales tax revenues by $147,365.

Rising Public Safety Costs: Police contract costs have consistently risen on an annual basis for the

City and other contract cities in Riverside County. E/FIA Scenarios #1, #2, and #3 held police

contract costs constant for simplicity of analysis. However, future increases in contract costs

(Scenario #4) will significantly worsen General Fund operating deficits for the projects during the

initial years of development.

The City has a potentially small window of time and opportunity in the current market to leverage the I-

15 corridor to grow its revenue base and ensure financial and economic resilience. The proposed RTRP

alignment would force changes in market conditions that would close that window of opportunity and

cripple the City's ability to address its current budget deficit, leading to the depletion of reserves, fiscal

insolvency, and potential bankruptcy or disincorporation. Undergrounding the RTRP line along an

alternative alignment would preserve the City's window of opportunity and promote greater economic

benefits for the region through enhanced job creation.
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